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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to identify how faculty union leaders gather data and
incorporate past experience to prioritize decisions for new contract negotiations in Illinois
community colleges. The National Labor Relations Act of 1935 legalized collective bargaining
in the United States, but state laws further regulate collective bargaining and make such
agreements enforceable under state law. The Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (IELRA)
requires educational employers to bargain in good faith with the employees‘ exclusive
representative.
Specifically, this qualitative case-study research sought to identify the strategies
undertaken by community college faculty union leaders to prepare for, and prioritize decisions
for upcoming contract negotiations. Five Illinois community college faculty union leaders were
interviewed and asked to provide insight into this process. Data gathering was identified as an
essential first step in the process, offering constituents the opportunity to voice their concerns
regarding the existing contract. While this step may be modified as needed to fit the parameters
of the negotiation, this step cannot be bypassed. It establishes the first link in the need for open
communication between the negotiation team and union members. Validation of decisions by
the lead negotiator occurs as a means to substantiate the list of issues for negotiation. Union
affiliates and local union leaders are consulted most often. Experience of the lead negotiator
grows more important for contentious negotiations, as the more experienced negotiators relied
on their own instincts and ability to interact with and read administrative team members.
The study concluded that the type of bargaining practiced by the college, whether
interest-based or distributive, held the most influence over the pre-negotiation process. Interest-
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based negotiations were more inclusive of faculty concerns. The faculty negotiation team was
an essential source of information and support for each of the union leaders.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Background and Context
Faculty bargaining power has changed considerably since its advent in higher
education in the 1960‘s. At present, both federal and state agencies have greater
influence on fiscal expenditures than previously, while boards exude more control at the
local level (Kaplan & Lee, 1995). Meanwhile, the demand from public stakeholders for
greater accountability of colleges has increased. These trends have led increasingly to
faculty being known as ―managed professionals,‖ weakening faculty bargaining power
(Rhoades, 1998). The community college, in particular, is vulnerable to outside
influences, especially as they relate to policy and legislation (Levin, 2000).
Joseph W. Garbarino (1975), author of Faculty Bargaining and then-director of
the Business and Economic Research Institute in Berkeley, California, determined that it
was the rapid and dramatic institutional changes of the 1960‘s that provoked the initial
faculty union movement in the late 1960‘s into the 1970‘s. Today, accelerated changes in
community college structure, function and curriculum, in combination with the need for
accountability and funding pressures are once again contributing to institutional change,
despite the external pressures working against collective bargaining agreements.
Flexibility and institutional change, though necessary in contemporary colleges as
a means to remain competitive, creates an immediate impact on the faculty whose day-today activities and responsibilities have evolved since the early 1960s. All of these
unstoppable and unanticipated changes and challenges have, in some states, brought
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about the emergence of faculty unions and collective bargaining agreements as a means
to delineate and codify the rights and responsibilities of its faculty.
As collective bargaining has become commonplace in community colleges across
the country, this is also where the greatest gains resulting from academic unionism have
come from as well, according to Richard J. Boris (2004), professor of political science at
York College and past executive director of the National Center for the Study of
Collective Bargaining in Higher Education. Boris (2004) feels faculty unionization is ―a
complex phenomenon‖ (p. 42). Further, he points out that the ramifications of negotiated
contracts between faculty and administration extend beyond the self interests of each
group. Joel Cutcher-Gershenfeld, senior research scientist in MIT‘s Sloan School of
Management emphasizes that ―what is negotiated in collective bargaining is influenced
by and influences workplace practices and relationships as well as high-level strategic
interactions and decisions‖ (2004, p. 5). The complexity of collective bargaining in
combination with institutional consequences upon contract outcomes, highlight the
critical nature of furthering the research, and thereby gaining greater understanding of the
process of collective bargaining in community colleges.
While considerable research has focused on the outcomes of faculty collective
bargaining since its inception, little attention has been paid to pre-negotiation process of
faculty unions. A greater understanding of how issues are considered for negotiation by
union leaders is sought by all parties impacted by collective bargaining negotiations.
Also, where does the information gathered during the pre-negotiation come from and
what is done with it and how is it used once it is gathered? This research study aims to
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address these questions which may lend greater insight into the collective bargaining
process, providing transparency into the strategies used by faculty union leaders in
preparation for contraction negotiations.
The success of the community college and its continued ability to redefine itself
over the years have been attributed to a number of factors including (a) the rapid growth
of the high school population in the early twentieth century, (b) business and industry
support as a means to develop a trained workforce, and (c) community prestige. These
factors, in addition to competitive cost of a community college education, have each been
cited as reasons for the success of this truly American institution from its modest
beginnings (Cohen & Brawer, 2003).
Growing Demand for Higher Education
In the first half of the twentieth century, secondary school enrollment in the
United States expanded substantially. According to Folger and Nam (1976), this growth
was due, at least in part, to the promise of education as a means to improve one‘s
situation. Cohen (1984) stated that between 1910 and 1940, high school graduation rates
jumped from 7% to 50%. A growth in secondary education participation resulted in
interest in acquiring further education. The community college provided the opportunity
and accessibility for Americans to receive further education regardless of gender,
ethnicity and family income (Cohen, 1984).
Breneman and Nelson (1981) described a 930% increase in public community
college enrollment between 1960 and 1979. In some years during this same period, one
community college opened weekly somewhere across the U.S., creating the most
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proliferative growth phase of the community college in its century-plus history.
Community college growth during this time has been attributed to several factors,
including the rise in birthrates leading to a substantial increase in college aged students of
the ‗baby-boom‘ generation, the greater acceptance of the community college as source
for higher education, accessibility for students of all abilities and, as Cohen and Brawer
(2003) emphasize as one of the most important reasons, the proximity factor. Essentially,
the community college success may be attributed to its ability to meet many needs all at
once.
Today, the community college remains firmly entrenched into the American
educational system. Community colleges are located in every state and enroll 50% of
new college students on an annual basis (Cohen & Brawer, 2003). With the community
college‘s need for flexibility to be all things to all people, it can continue to serve those
who want to attend part-time, attend for personal enrichment, devote substantial efforts
towards developmental courses, open satellite campuses, and provide weekend college
opportunities, the community college will remain a fixture in American education.
Involvement of Business and Industry in Postsecondary Education
In 1973, the Council for Financial Aid to Higher Education described community
colleges as ―the most important innovation in American education during the twentieth
century‖ (CFAE, p. 1). Serving local communities, a natural relationship was built
between industry and the community college. CFAE (1973) claimed that this
relationship was responsible for providing a ―trained workforce in literally hundreds of
fields‖ (p. 7). Further, this relationship was enhanced by the passing of the federal
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Vocational Education Acts of the 1960‘s which helped establish occupational programs
that would lead to employment upon completion (Cohen, 1984).
The ideal partnership between the community college and business and industry is
one in which the funding and enrollment of the college increases, while the needs of local
businesses are being served (Pauley, 2001). The potential exists to move this partnership
to next level, one which builds an alliance between local businesses and the community
college. This alliance requires shared responsibilities, resources and a common vision,
while the line blurs between the student and the community participant (VanWagoner,
Bowman & Spraggs, 2005).
In a time where the community college must address increased accountability to
its stakeholders, a strong alliance with business and industry can help the college meet its
proposed objectives. First, however, is the need to measure success at the community
college differently from how it is measured at four year colleges and universities.
Performance indicators of success in the four year institution are inadequate to evaluate
success at the community college (Fischer, 2006). Career and Technical Education
(CTE) programs at community colleges, for example, require a different measure of
success than what is used to gauge success of transfer education programs. CTE
programs must address the needs of the businesses they serve by providing a direct skill
set. Therefore, the measure of success should be set by the industry it serves, and not by
a generic set of standards inappropriate to serve the specific industry. Recently, the
National Manufacturers Association developed a system to evaluate skills held by
potential applicants, including academic, personal, technical and workplace competencies
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(Gewertz, 2009). If these standards are embraced by community colleges with
manufacturing training programs and are linked to the National Career Readiness
Certificate, manufacturers can hire strong, qualified candidates for long-vacant positions
in this field and the community colleges providing the tailored training can claim to be
accountable in serving this industry with competent employees (Gewertz, 2009).
Community Colleges and Community Prestige
The community college moniker emerged as distinct from the once common
―junior college‖ as a way to emphasize the direct connection between the college and the
community it serves (Cohen & Brawer, 2002). The very design of the community
college, from its educational programs to its recreational activities and technical services,
are shaped by the community in which it is located. The prestige of a new community
college was felt by many. The government officials who worked to establish the colleges
achieved prestige. The tailored job programs and customized training led to more jobs
being filled by local citizens, thus enhancing the prestige and re-election potential for
those officials (Dougherty, 1994). Local educators earned prestige by becoming
innovators of a new type of education. Small businesses could grow bigger from a
trained workforce and improve their place in the market (Dougherty, 1994). Both the
community and the community college were well served by the relationship established
between them.
Some community colleges are dependent on the prestige factor as a means to
garner funding for new buildings. Salt Lake City Community College awarded four
honorary doctorates to community leaders and entrepreneurs in 2002 (Snell, 2007). By
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bestowing such honors on community members highlights two important factors. First,
the doctorate holds status for Americans as a symbol of intelligence. Second, community
colleges can use this legal maneuver to encourage community members to donate to their
local college and the college can return the favor with status degrees as a means to
maintain future giving.
Ultimately, the prestige conferred upon the community by the community college
presence depends heavily on how well business and industry leaders, the chamber of
commerce and community college leaders work together to provide customized courses
and training to promote workforce development (VanWagoner, Bowman & Spraggs,
2005). When the community college transcends significance in the community, and
instead becomes essential to a community, the prestige will naturally follow.
The Emerging Mission of the Community College
Community colleges have provided access to populations previously unable to
take advantage of the benefits of higher education, primarily because the community
college is a cost effective and accessible option, as well as their ability to serve the
community in which they reside (Cohen & Brawer, 2002). In The Community College
Story (2006), author George Vaughan of the American Association of Community
Colleges describes the community college mission as one which provides open-access
education, offers a comprehensive education, serves the community, offers devotion to
teaching and learning and fosters life-long learning opportunities. The programs,
activities and services offered by these colleges contribute to their ability to achieve this
mission.
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Halligan (2007) affirms the important role of the community college in the U.S.
Halligan (2007) argues that proximity of community colleges, combined with the costeffective nature of these schools make them essential to providing higher education to all
who seek it. Rufus Glasper, Chancellor of the Maricopa Community College system
further contends that the extended community college mission, once centered on
teaching, learning and public service, now must factor in economic development and
globalization, as well as filling a major role in the educational ‗continuum‘ (Glasper,
2008). This continuum, according to Glasper (2008), is the pathways available to
students, stemming from kindergarten through graduate school. The community college
is working harder than ever to be the bridge to the workplace and/or the university
(Glasper, 2008).
Emergence of Faculty Unions in Community Colleges
As of 2010, there are 1,173 community colleges enrolling 11.8 million students,
according to the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC). Much is asked
of the community college, as it tries to meet the needs of everyone it serves. From
remedial to basic education, workforce training to a basic liberal-arts education,
community colleges require flexibility to accomplish their complex mission (Bagnato,
2005). Joseph W. Garbarino (1975), author of Faculty Bargaining and then-director of
the Business and Economic Research Institute in Berkeley, California, determined that it
was the rapid and dramatic institutional changes of the 1960‘s that provoked the initial
faculty union movement in the late 1960‘s into the 1970‘s.
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Currently, accelerated changes in community college structure, function and
curriculum, in combination with the need for accountability and funding pressures are
once again contributing to institutional change. Flexibility and institutional change,
though necessary in contemporary colleges as a means to remain competitive, creates an
immediate impact on the faculty whose day-to-day activities and responsibilities have
evolved since the early 1960s. These unstoppable and unanticipated changes and
challenges have, in some states, brought about the emergence of faculty unions and
collective bargaining agreements as a means to delineate and codify the rights and
responsibilities of its faculty.
According to Richard J. Boris (2004), professor of political science at York
College and past executive director of the National Center for the Study of Collective
Bargaining in Higher Education, as collective bargaining has become common in
community colleges across the country, this is also where the greatest gains resulting
from academic unionism have come from as well. Boris contends that faculty
unionization is ―a complex phenomenon‖ (p. 42) and that the ramifications of negotiated
contracts between faculty and administration extend beyond the self interests of each
group. Joel Cutcher-Gershenfeld, senior research scientist in MIT‘s Sloan School of
Management emphasizes that ―what is negotiated in collective bargaining is influenced
by and influences workplace practices and relationships as well as high-level strategic
interactions and decisions‖ (2004, p. 5). The complexity of collective bargaining in
combination with institutional consequences upon contract outcomes, highlights the
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critical need for furthering the research, and thereby gaining greater understanding of the
process of collective bargaining in community colleges.
While considerable research (Boris, 2004; Bradley & Flanery, 2007; Marshall,
1979) has focused on the outcomes of faculty collective bargaining since its inception,
little attention has been paid to the pre-negotiation process of faculty unions. A greater
understanding of how issues are considered for negotiation by union leaders is sought by
all parties affected by collective bargaining negotiations. Awareness of the data
gathering steps, the acquisition and validation of pre-negotiation information, and the
decision making processes utilized by union leaders is minimal, due in part to lack of
research on this topic. This research study aims to provide greater insight into the
collective bargaining process, providing transparency into the strategies and decisions
used by faculty union leaders in preparation for contraction negotiations.
Research Purpose
The purpose of this study is to identify how faculty union leaders gather data and
incorporate past experience to prioritize decisions for new contract negotiations in Illinois
community colleges. Community college faculty union leaders are faced with the task of
representing college faculty during formal contract negotiations. They work to achieve a
contract which reflects the needs and desires of the entire faculty, while also remaining
acceptable to administration. When the contract is eventually accepted by union leaders
and administration, this legal document mandates the terms of employment for all faculty
for a prescribed number of years. The union leaders must identify a set of priorities and
faculty key issues before the negotiation in an effort to maximize the benefits and
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improve the working conditions for all union members. Thus, union leaders must walk
into the negotiation with a clear direction for which items and terms will be negotiated
and an understanding of what manner of compromises and concessions by both sides will
be introduced during the process. This negotiation effort must not only end with a
ratified contract by union constituents, but also produce the foundation for a functional
working relationship with administration for the duration of the contract.
Research Questions
The questions which served to address the research purpose include:
1. What data gathering steps are taken to prepare for contract negotiations?
2. How is additional pre-negotiation information obtained and validated?
3. What decision-making process(es) is/are employed by union leaders to
identify/prioritize faculty union issues to be taken to the bargaining table?
4. Do today‘s faculty union leaders incorporate professional unionism, such as
requesting the use of integrative bargaining strategies, into the pre-negotiation
phase of contract negotiations?
Significance of Study
This research study sought to contribute to the extensive gap in the literature
regarding the community college faculty union pre-negotiation process. Little research
has been found in the literature describing the process of how information is gathered and
decisions are made, by community college union leaders, as a faculty negotiation team
prepares for negotiation. Additionally, the community college fills a unique niche in the
realm of higher education, yet research into its distinctive structures and processes is
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lacking. Gary Rhoades, professor and the director of the University of Arizona‘s Center
for the Study of Higher Education (1998), acknowledged that collective bargaining
research at ―public comprehensive state colleges and universities, and on community
colleges, is limited, particularly in the area of faculty‖ (p. 11).
A final consideration for this study is the changing role of the community college
faculty union. Consuelo Rey Castro (2000), professor of political science at East Los
Angeles College and a former AFT local negotiator, outlined the difference between
industrial unionism of the past and the transformation toward professional unionism more
prevalent in the community college of today. In 1985, Al Shanker, the late president of
the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) coined the term ―professional unionism‖
which, through the nature of the negotiation process, attempts to marry the
interdependent self-interests of faculty with the educational interests of the institution.
The responsibilities of faculty unions, and therefore the faculty they represent, have
changed. Castro (2000) confirms this idea by explaining that the early objective of
unions was initially to maintain job security (industrial unionism), whereas the emphasis
more recently has shifted towards academic values (professional unionism).
Julia Koppich, previous deputy director at Policy Analysis for California
Education, Berkeley, stated that the approach towards professional unionism ―requires
changes in strategy, particularly for the union. Traditional troop rallying is no longer a
viable tactic- the parties must be convinced, and convince their respective constituentsthat issues can be solved, even contracts settled, without traditional saber rattling‖ (1993,
p.13). If professional unionism is sought by union leaders, instead of the historically
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adversarial relationships between unions and administrations, this study identified
whether union leaders do in fact use professional unionism strategies from the beginning,
in the pre-negotiation phase of contract bargaining.
Research Design
This qualitative research study investigating the data gathering and decision
making processes of union leaders preparing for contract negotiations was situated in the
interpretive paradigm. An interpretative paradigm is an effective and appropriate strategy
for situating this research because according to Willis (2007), ―the goal of interpretive
research is an understanding of a particular situation or context much more than the
discovery of universal laws or rules‖ (p. 99). Moreover, Creswell (2007) advocates for
the use of a qualitative paradigm when multiple perspectives are gathered through
extensive field work thereby providing accurate descriptions detailing the meaning and
viewpoints of the research participants. Conversely, the postpositivism paradigm is a
problematic approach for this research study because it prevents the researcher from
drawing out the unique, individual perspectives from the participants, instead seeking a
universal purpose of the research (Willis, 2007). Critical theory is also an inappropriate
paradigm to situate this research. In a contemporary context, critical theory focuses on
the nature of power and how to exert that power within human interactions. The union
contract seeks fair play and provides a voice for union members through negotiated
contracts, putting critical theory in direct opposition with the objectives of educational
unions, and the focus of this study.
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The research methodology employed in this research was the case study.
Merriam (1988) defined a case study as, ―an examination of a specific phenomenon such
as a program, an event, a person, a process, an institution, or a social group.‖(p. 9). Yin
(2003) promoted the use of the case study ―to contribute to our knowledge of individual,
group, organizational, social, political, and related phenomena‖ (p. 1). This was an
optimal strategy to identify the data gathering process employed by Illinois to set the
priorities for new union contracts.
In the SAGE Handbook of Qualitative Research (2005), Robert Stake explains that
for a research community, case study optimizes understanding by pursuing scholarly
research questions. It gains credibility by thoroughly triangulating the descriptions and
interpretations, not just in a single step but continuously throughout the period of study.
For a qualitative research community, case study concentrates on experiential knowledge
of the case and close attention to the influence of its social, political and other contexts
(p. 443).
The decision making process, including why the decision was made, how the
decision was made and the outcome of the decision, can be elucidated through case study
(Yin, 2003). Having used an interview process, contextual information was taken from
union leaders in a contemporary setting to further the understanding of both the
individual and organizational phenomena occurring in the faculty union pre-negotiation
phase, as described by Yin (2003).
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Data Collection
Data collection techniques and strategies included a demographic survey of
research participants and semi-structured interviews. Field notes were used to capture
observational and reflective impressions of the researcher. Semi-structured interviews
were first recorded in a natural setting (the college campus of the participants) and then
transcribed, coded and themed for pertinent information which addressed the research
purpose.
The semi-structured interview process allows for some degree of flexibility on the
part of the researcher to explore further into the issues. Bogdan and Biklen (2007) affirm
that ―Qualitative interviews offer the interviewee considerable latitude to pursue a range
of topics and offer the subject a chance to shape the content of the interview.‖(p. 3). The
two components of field notes include observation and reflection. Data collection was
limited to community colleges in the state of Illinois. The Illinois community college
system was selected for this research study because collective bargaining laws vary by
state, therefore, themes resulting from this research study may be reflective of the legal
nature of the bargaining process specific to the state of Illinois.
Data Analysis
Data analysis strategies will identify themes emerging from collected data. As
this is a qualitative research study, the data is primarily words. The aim was to accurately
capture the experiences provided by the research participants which ultimately provided
greater insight and understanding of how data was gathered and decisions were made by
faculty union leaders in community colleges who are preparing for contract negotiations.
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The findings will be reviewed and reduced to capture all relevant data from the
transcribed interviews. Miles and Huberman (1994) described the importance of data
reduction, or the sorting, simplifying and transformation of the data into communicable
meaning. A useful tool for managing the voluminous data includes the use of codes.
―Codes are tags or labels for assigning units of meaning to the descriptive or inferential
information compiled during a study‖ (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 56). The codes are
then used to draw conclusions regarding the meaning of the data. A variety of strategies
can be applied to generate meaning, including the use of noting patterns and themes,
forming clusters of like information and making metaphors, as well as making
comparison and contrasts of the data.
Thomas Lee (1998), author of Using Qualitative Methods in Organizational
Research, suggests that data analysis should follow a three step procession, from data
condensation to data categorization and finally data interpretation. The use of figures,
graphs, boxes and tables are common methods to illustrate data, enhancing the
interpretation on the part of the reader.
For this research study, data from transcribed interviews were reduced into
sections according to broad themes. A priori themes were derived from the theories and
concepts used as the lens in which to view the data and information. The process of data
analysis within a qualitative study required consistent attention to the emergence of
themes which assisted in generating meaning from the data. Miles and Huberman (1994)
supported the use of both a priori and emerging themes, by stating ―in the life of a
conceptualization, we need both approaches – and may well need them from several filed
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researchers – to pull a mass of facts and findings into a wide-ranging, coherent set of
generalizations‖(p. 17).
Limitations and Delimitations
Marshall and Rossman (2010) suggest that all research projects have limitations
related to the research design and an open discussion of the limitations acknowledges this
reality. Limitations often relate to what can be learned from the study, as well as defining
the situational context for the research. This study is limited to exploring the data
gathering and decision making procedures used by community college faculty union lead
negotiators. Specific limitations to this research study included the following:
1.

This study is limited by location, focusing on community colleges in Illinois.

2. The perspectives of administrative team members were not sought as an
outcome of this research. As a result, the findings do not reflect necessarily
the perceptions and insights into negotiation decision-making held by
administrative negotiation team members.
3. The potential for researcher bias remains, as the researcher is a faculty
member of an Illinois community college and a member of a faculty
bargaining unit.
4. This study involved an imbalanced ratio of participants representing the two
types of bargaining strategies. Four of the five participants described their
bargaining style as interest-based, while only one participant described their
bargaining style as distributive.
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The delimitations of research studies, according to Creswell (2008), define the
boundaries and limit the scope of the research. Delimitations for this research study
included:
1.

This research sought the strategies used by community college faculty union
leaders, and not the strategies used by primary and secondary schools or
universities which may also practice collective bargaining.

2. Selected participants were currently employed by their institution. No
participants who had since retired or changed colleges since serving as lead
negotiator were included in the study.
3. Participant selection was limited solely to Illinois community college faculty
union leaders who accepted the invitation to participate.
Assumptions
This study included two assumptions regarding the findings derived from the
interview process. The first assumption was that the participants selected for the study
would honestly and openly share their perceptions of the pre-negotiation process utilized
by the negotiation team at the selected colleges. The second assumption was that the
responses would provide evidence that data gathering and establishing priorities for
bringing issues to the negotiation table did take place and are an essential element for the
community college faculty negotiation process.
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Definition of Terms
Collective Bargaining
The Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (IELRA) and the Illinois Public
Labor Relations Act (IPLRA) define collective bargaining as the performance of
the mutual obligations of the employer and the representative of the employees to
meet at reasonable times and confer in good faith with respect to wages, hours
and other terms and conditions of employment, and to execute a written contract
incorporating any agreement reached by such obligation, provided such obligation
does not compel either party to agree to a proposal or require the making of a
concession. (AFT, n.d.).
Collective Bargaining Agreement
A collective bargaining agreement, also known as a contract, is a written legal
document negotiated between representatives for the employees and the employer
and must contain a grievance resolution procedure which shall apply to all
employees in the unit and shall also provide for binding arbitration of disputes
concerning the administration or interpretation of the agreement. The agreement
shall also contain appropriate language prohibiting strikes for its duration. (AFT,
n.d.).
Distributive Bargaining
Distributive bargaining, also called claiming value, zero-sum," or win-lose
bargaining, is an approach to bargaining or negotiation that is used when the
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parties are in conflict over an issue, and the outcome represents a gain for one
party and a loss for the other. (AFT, n.d.).
Governance
Governance is the political process of making decisions about the important
stakes involved in schooling (Cresswell & Murphy, 1980).
Industrial Unionism
Industrial unionism is a union organizing method where all workers in the same
industry are organized into the same industrial union (regardless of skill or trade).
Thus giving workers in one industry, or in all industries, more leverage in
bargaining and in strike situations.
Interest-Based Bargaining
Interest-based bargaining is variously termed mutual gains, integrative based, or
win-win bargaining, these approaches share an emphasis on using problemsolving processes in ways that avoid positional contests in bargaining. (CutcherGershenfeld, 1994).
Professional Unionism
An educational union movement which negotiates on behalf of teaching, as well
as teachers, collective bargaining agreements following the principles of
professional unionism included topics such as shared decision making, peer
assistance and review, professional development, parent involvement, changes in
the reward and incentive system, charters and other kinds of semiautonomous
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schools, intervention in low-performing schools, and educational standards. This
is also known as academic unionism. (Kerchner & Koppich, 2007).
Union
A union is a group of employees who come together voluntarily with the shared
goal of improving their working conditions and having a voice at their place of
employment (AFT, n.d.).
Unit or Bargaining Unit
The IELRA defines a bargaining unit as any group of employees for which an
exclusive representative is selected.
Organization of the Study
This dissertation is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 serves to introduce the
study. A review of the current literature regarding the history, roles and activities of
faculty unions in education, specifically as it pertains to higher education is discussed in
Chapter 2. Chapter 3 outlines the methodology employed for this case study
investigating the pre-negotiation process utilized by community college faculty unions.
Chapter 4 presents the findings collected from the case study interviews of the five
community college lead faculty negotiators. A discussion of these findings, including
conclusions drawn and implications for further investigation, are presented in Chapter 5.
Chapter Summary
Faculty unions have practiced collective bargaining since the 1960s in the United
States, leading to increasingly important institutional consequences. Research into the
events leading up to the negotiation is limited, and this study sought to identify the data
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gathering steps used by faculty union negotiation teams as they prepared a list of issues to
bring to the negotiation table.
Five community college faculty union lead negotiators were interviewed for this
qualitative research study to identify the strategies used to gather information from union
constituents and then formulate a priority list of these issues to bring into negotiation.
The data analysis included identifying emergent themes regarding this process, by coding
the data in an effort to draw meaning from the case study interviews. Study limitations
which limit the scope of this study were identified and included seeking only the
perceptions of the faculty side of the bargaining process but not those of the
administrative team.
Chapter 2, the literature review chapter, will provide the history of community
Colleges, including the inception of the faculty union in education, as well as a
conceptual framework for the study, bargaining concepts, decision making skills and the
role of professional unionism in the faculty bargaining process.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
Union leaders who represent community college faculty are faced with the
enormous task of formal contract negotiations. They work to achieve a contract that
represents the needs and desires of the entire faculty. When a contract is accepted by
union leaders and the administration, this legal document mandates the terms of
employment for all faculty. Union leaders must walk into negotiations with a clear
direction for the items to be negotiated and with an understanding that compromises will
be made in the process.
Union leaders must identify a set of priorities before negotiations begin in an
effort to maximize the benefits and improve working conditions for all union members.
More recent contracts have become reflective of the state of transition experienced by
today‘s community college educators. The purpose of this study is to describe how
community college union leaders gather and prioritize information to incorporate changes
into a new union contract.
This chapter reviews a variety of literature that provides a foundation for the
study. It begins with a historical perspective of educational unions and the advent of
collective bargaining among educators—the genesis for many policies and procedures
used in collective bargaining sessions today. Subsequent sections discuss collective
bargaining issues in higher education as well as contemporary bargaining issues currently
facing unionized institutions of higher education.

24

The concepts will help situate this research and are drawn from varied research
disciplines including education, law, business, and psychology. The primary objective of
this research is to provide a descriptive analysis of techniques and strategies implemented
by union leaders prior to contract negotiations with administrative representatives. The
contemporary needs and concerns of today‘s faculty and union leaders—although
different in context and objective from negotiations in an earlier era—are applicable to
past bargaining strategies and practices.
Decision analysis is a concept to frame the present research study; it suggests that
past decisions influence future decisions. The competing concepts of distributive and
interest-based bargaining will be compared. Usually, the bargaining process is defined
by one of these two conceptual processes; whichever is implemented inherently may be
the key element controlling how union leaders prepare for and make decisions in advance
of faculty contract negotiations. Also significant is the minimally researched concept of
intraorganizational bargaining. Intraorganizational bargaining considers the influence of
union constituents on the decision-making process used by union leaders when deciding
which issues are bargained from the many members‘ interests. Summarily, this review of
literature explores the roles of intraorganizational bargaining, decision analysis, and the
competing strategies of distributive versus interest-based bargaining employed by lead
negotiators in the pre-negotiation phase of faculty contract negotiations.
Educational Unions: Historical Perspective
The issues of salary negotiation, benefits, and job security have been the focus of
organized labor workers in the United States since the advent of collective bargaining in
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the first part of the twentieth century. This legal right to self-organization was granted in
1935 through the National Labor Relations Act (NLRA), also known as the Wagner Act
(Farber, 2006). After World War I, the combined influences of technological automation,
increased competition in manufacturing, and the economic devastation of the Great
Depression led to exploitation of labor workers (Gorin, 1983). The NLRA statute, with
subsequent amendments in 1947 and 1959, gave workers the right to join unions and
bargain collectively as a matter of public policy. The legal statute prohibited unfair labor
practices on the part of employers and established the National Labor Relations Board
(NLRB) regulatory agency to oversee, investigate, and adjudicate claims of unfair labor
practices (Flanagan, 1989).
Initially, this law limited collective bargaining rights to the private sector,
disenfranchising public employees—such as educators—from the rights provided by the
NLRA, including contract bargaining and work stoppages. Kaufmann and Hotchkiss
(1999) report that the passage of the Wagner Act led to a fourfold increase in union
membership as well as an increase in union strikes, prompting the enactment of the TaftHartley Act of 1947. McLennan (2001) explains that while the Wagner Act prohibits
unfair labor practices on the part of employers, the Taft-Hartley Act prohibits unfair labor
practices by unions.
Illinois Collective Bargaining
State laws further regulate collective bargaining and make such agreements
enforceable under state law. On January 1, 1984, the Illinois Educational Labor Relations
Act (IELRA) went into effect. The IELRA requires educational employers to bargain in
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good faith with the employees‘ exclusive representative (Illinois Federation of Teachers,
public presentation, November 7, 2009). While no law requires parties to reach an
agreement, bargaining in good faith is required. Although good faith can be interpreted
subjectively, in most cases, it represents the circumstances surrounding the bargaining
process. Pressure and threats, for example, constitute bad faith bargaining, an unfair
labor practice.
Three types of bargaining areas are defined within the IELRA: Mandatory
subjects of bargaining, permissive subjects of bargaining, and prohibited subjects of
bargaining. In Section 3(b) of the IELRA (1984), mandatory subjects of bargaining are
areas where an employer may not refuse to bargain, including wages, hours, and terms
and conditions of employment. Further, Section 10(c) of the IELRA mandates that all
Illinois collective bargaining agreements include language prohibiting a strike during the
life of a contract, a grievance procedure that must end in binding arbitration, and a
written contract.
Permissive subjects of bargaining include any issue agreed upon by both parties
for negotiation as long as they do not conflict with prevailing federal or state laws.
Section 4 of the IELRA (1984) identifies as prohibited subjects of bargaining: (1)
functions of the employer; (2) standards of service; (3) overall budget; (4) organizational
structure; and (5) selection of new employees and direction of employees.
Permissive subjects of bargaining are issues that vary among Illinois faculty
union contracts. These can vary from the role of tenure and its status to faculty
evaluations, the extent of the Family Medical Leave Act (FMLA) beyond what federal
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law requires, and requirements for and duration of office hours (Illinois Federation of
Teachers, public presentation, November 7, 2009).
NEA and AFT
The original exclusion of educators from collective bargaining did not stem union
activity in that sector. In fact, the two major U.S. teachers unions date back to the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries: The National Education Association (NEA) was
founded in 1857 and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) in 1916. Smaller,
localized unions then emerged and reorganized under the AFT or NEA, including the
most influential and powerful of the early local teachers unions, the Chicago Teachers
Federation (CTF). The CTF organized in 1897 with three constitutional goals: ―gain a
raise, to protect teacher pensions, and to study parliamentary law‖ (Murphy, 1990, p. 62).
In 1902, the CTF formed an affiliation with the Chicago Federation of Labor (CFL), a
powerful partnership that changed the direction of educational unions by successfully
negotiating a pay raise for its members with money generated from uncollected taxes in
Chicago (Murphy). Despite its success, its roots in union activism were in direct
opposition to the objectives of the NEA. Through the nineteenth and early part of the
twentieth century, the NEA was led by administrators and superintendents of education.
In the 1890s, school administrators comprised 50% of the active membership of NEA,
while only 11% were school teachers (Murphy).
The pay increase fought for and earned by the CTF-CFL affiliation garnered
national attention as well as increased membership. The rising power of this union—
coupled with a lack of legal protection that would not be available for most teachers
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unions until the 1960s—made it a prime target for the Chicago Board of Education to
threaten teachers in the most devastating manner possible: In 1915, the Board of
Education presented a new contract declaring that CTF members would not be rehired.
The lack of collective bargaining power and subsequent firing of 35 teachers in 1916 led
to the dismantling of the CTF (Murphy, 1990).
By April, 1916, former CFT union leaders joined leaders from three other local
teachers unions to create the AFT, which was granted a charter by the American
Federation of Labor (AFL). John Dewey received the first AFT membership card
(Kahlenberg, 2006). The AFT retained the radical activism that had distinguished the
CTF by voicing its support for academic freedom and teacher rights. Conversely, the
NEA stood for professionalism and character (Murphy, 1990). From 1916 through the
1950s, the NEA and AFT attracted different types of members and represented different
ideals, but the one commonality they shared was the lack of strike clause, thereby
limiting their negotiating leverage (Kahlenberg).
A third national union affiliate, the American Association of University
Professors (AAUP), represents faculty at predominantly four-year institutions. The
AAUP was organized in 1915, similar in time to the organizing of the NEA and AFT.
The AAUP Web site reports its purpose: ―to advance academic freedom and shared
governance, to define fundamental professional values and standards for higher
education, and to ensure higher education‘s contribution to the common good‖ (AAUP,
n.d.). Because the aim of this research study is to examine the community college faculty
union, the history and influence of the AAUP will not be examined in detail.

29

Overview of Collective Bargaining in Education
By 1959, collective bargaining continued to be banned at the federal level.
Wisconsin passed the first collective bargaining law for public employees; it explicitly
banned strikes, and teachers did not exercise this new bargaining right until 1964
(Murphy, 1990). Still, the options for collective bargaining were opening up for public
employees in general and teachers in particular. In January 1962, President John F.
Kennedy issued Executive Order 10988, providing limited collective bargaining rights to
public employees (Gould, 2000).
In April 1962, an AFT local in New York City, the Teachers Guild, merged with
high school teachers to form the United Federation of Teachers (UFT) and among the list
of 82 demands submitted to the Board of Education, the UFT used its new collective
bargaining rights to negotiate for increased pay, smaller class size, and a reduced
teaching load (UFT, n.d.). When the school board rejected its proposal, 20,000 teachers
went on strike—despite the Condon-Wadlin Act of 1947 that permitted removal of
striking teachers in the State of New York (Murphy, 1990). The strike proved successful,
and Governor Nelson Rockefeller ended the strike with an agreeable compromise,
including a $995 annual pay increase (Kahlenberg, 2006). By 1998, with 80% of the
teaching profession organized into unions, teachers accounted for the highest union
density in the labor movement (Aronowitz, 1998).
The relevancy of collective bargaining in higher education is greater than ever.
Reduced state funding, hiring freezes, rising tuition rates, and greater accountability place
increasingly greater strains on those in higher education. Goldstein (2009) recognizes
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that, in particular, the strain on the community college is pushed to its limits with greater
enrollments as more people look to these institutions for a new start or opportunities to
expand their skills. Seemingly, collective bargaining may not be a functional process in a
time of dwindling resources, but that need not be the case. Ernst Benjamin (YEAR),
former Secretary General of the American Association of University Professors, asserts that
―bargaining can seek and has frequently found ways to protect long-term academic resources
and core academic programs and personnel‖ (p. 1).

Koppich (2006) defines collective bargaining as ―the process by which a group of
employees selects a single organization to negotiate on its behalf a legally binding
contract covering, in the usual language of the law, wages, hours, and other terms and
conditions of employment‖ (p. 207). As of 2006, representation under a collective
bargaining agent covered 318,504 faculty members at colleges and universities, with the
agents organized into 575 separate bargaining units over 491 institutions of higher
education with 1,125 campuses (National Center for the Study of Collective Bargaining
in Higher Education and the Professions [NCSCBHEP], 2009). Higher education faculty
participation in collective bargaining is on the increase with approximately 62,000 more
faculty represented in 2006 than in 1998 (NCSCBHEP).
The majority of these faculty members (94%) are employed within public
institutions of higher learning across 31 states and the District of Columbia. Among
these institutions, public community colleges have the highest union participation
(Castro, 2000). Furthermore, according to Boris (2004), academic unionism has made
the strongest gains in the community college.
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Garbarino (1975) discusses the societal changes in the 1960s that contributed to
the development of collective bargaining in higher education. An increase in the collegeaged population was coupled with the economists‘ viewpoint that more schooling pays
dividends for the individual and for society. Furthermore, advances in space technology
and the need for a more educated, skilled workforce led to increased federal funding for
education. When the National Defense Education Act of 1958 passed, the United States
poured hundreds of millions of dollars into educating Americans—a direct response to
the launching of Russia‘s Sputnik and the viewpoint among politicians that higher
education had become vital to the national security of the United States (Aronowitz,
1998).
The consequences of these changes were initially positive for colleges and
universities. Enrollment increased as did the number of degrees conferred (Garbarino,
1975); however, the growth came with a price: Construction of new colleges and
universities lagged behind increasing enrollments—enrollment almost doubled between
1960 and 1970—and faculty hiring could not keep pace with enrollment (Garbarino).
As colleges and universities grew in size to accommodate larger enrollment, the
influence held by faculty on academic policy and procedure began to change. Academic
governance shifted away from faculty and toward administrators, who had a more
centralized role on the college campus (Garbarino, 1975). Wickens (2008) asserts that
academic governance is the pivotal issue regarding the rise of faculty unionism and
collective bargaining in higher education. Additional consequences of college growth,
leading to greater dissatisfaction among faculty and prompting the desire for union
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negotiated collective bargaining, included (1) loss of faculty power; (2) increased
workload; (3) job security and equity issues; (4) promotion procedures; (5) grievance
issues; and (6) academic freedom (Wickens).
There was some resistance by faculty to organizing academics in higher
education, delaying the eventual movement towards unionization. Aronowitz (1998)
suggests that the resistance to unionization stemmed in part because college-educated
professionals viewed themselves and their motivations as separate from the often
uneducated, unsalaried trade unionists. Despite what Aronowitz calls a ―gulf that
separates manual and intellectual labor‖ (p. 14), the undeniable success of the trade
unionists—followed by the equally successful campaigns of public schoolteachers—
prompted higher academia to set aside its commitment to professional autonomy and,
instead, unite for change.
Influence of Collective Bargaining
By the early 1970s, collective bargaining had established itself fully within higher
education. By the end of 1973, Hedgepeth (1974) had identified 212 institutions covered
by collective bargaining contracts. Research studies, both early into unionization and
more recently, focus on factors related to the satisfaction of college and university faculty
with the collective bargaining process, as well as the benefits of unionization, with first
and foremost of those benefits being salary (Castro, 2000; Feuille & Blandin, 1974;
Garbarino, 1975). Castro suggests that adversarial relationships between faculty and
administration, as well as faculty insecurities, may limit the function that unions can play
in promoting change. When change goes unnoticed—or, worse, unattained—this
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contributes to faculty dissatisfaction with unionization. In spite of scattered reports
relating to such dissatisfaction, several early studies (Garbarino; Kellett, 1975) reported
overall satisfaction with unions. More recently, better leadership, compensation, and
working conditions all have contributed to overall satisfaction with the union presence
(Castro, 2000).
Kellett (1975) asserts that collective bargaining within the community college has
successfully increased faculty welfare through increased salaries, benefits, and services,
as well as increasing faculty participation in institutional decision-making. Baldridge and
Kemerer (1981) determined that the annual financial benefit for unionized faculty was
$750 to $900 per person annually, and job security also improved in the early decades
after faculty began to organize (Marquette, 1996).
Union Influence on Salaries and Benefits
Some of the earliest research studies on the effects of collective bargaining
focused on how wages changed for faculty in response to collective bargaining. An early
study by Marshall (1979) concluded that collective bargaining had virtually no effect on
faculty salaries. More recent research has shown a salary benefit to faculty working at a
unionized institution (Ashraf, 1997; Monks, 2000; Rees, 1993), however, the actual wage
differential varies by study. Monks‘ study, the most recent study examining this issue,
shows the greatest returns to unionized faculty, earning between 7% to 14% more than
non-unionized faculty.
Early research in the 1970s, soon after collective bargaining had been established
in higher education, suggested that although salaries showed little benefit under collective
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bargaining agreements, ―it might be advantageous to examine variables in addition to
faculty salaries‖ (Marshall, 1979, p. 321). A research study examining the effects of
unionization and tenure outcomes at Ohio Universities demonstrated that unionization
increased the likelihood of receiving tenure and becoming a full professor (Benedict &
Wilder, 1999). The researchers attributed this correlation in part to the policies and
procedures put in place by union contracts.
Ponak, Thompson, and Zerbe (1992) conducted a survey analysis of collective
bargaining goals at eight Canadian universities. More than 80% of the faculty surveyed
reported their support in favor of using collective bargaining to negotiate traditional
issues of salary, benefits and layoff procedures. Interestingly, less than half of these
same faculty favored the use of collective bargaining to negotiate academic and policy
issues. The researchers reported that these results were due to an intentional desire on the
part of the surveyed faculty to limit the scope of bargained items. Proposed reasoning for
these actions was attributed to the presence of alternative mechanisms in place to address
faculty concerns regarding policy and academic issues (Ponak, Thompson, & Zerbe).
The narrow interests of Canadian university faculty, as described by Ponak,
Thompson, and Zerbe (1992), are unique in the sense that more of the literature reports
on faculty bargaining issues to be more inclusive of both academic and policy issues. In
fact, as the bargaining process evolved in higher education, the scope of bargained items
has increased to reflect changes in the types of items negotiated by faculty unions.
Unions, over the years, have tested their expanding power on the issue of shared
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governance, by pushing their negotiation agenda beyond economic factors and toward
academic issues.
Union Challenges
The academic senate—also known as faculty senate—was the precursor to the
faculty union. The American Association for Higher Education (1967) defined academic
senate as a formal, representative governance structure at the institutional level that may
include only faculty (pure senate) or that, in addition to a faculty majority, may include
representatives of other campus constituencies such as administrators, academic staff
members, and/or students (a mixed senate) (p. 34).
Collective bargaining in higher education, to some degree, was a direct result of
the dissatisfaction on the part of faculty with traditional forms of governance provided by
the faculty senate (Ponak, 1992). Baldridge and Kemerer (1976) assert that in most
institutions, academic senates were inadequate in providing faculty with opportunities to
participate in and influence university decisions.
On the other hand, Seestedt-Stanford (2006) describes faculty unions, established
by collective bargaining, as having the ―potential to be strong coalitions that can increase
the power and influence of faculty and affect institutional policy and thus the goals of the
institution, especially in difficult economic times‖ (p. 5). Research reported that early
collective bargaining agreements dealt with traditional working conditions, such as
salaries and hours worked, but that negotiations related to curricula were rare (BKA,
1981).
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Faculty contributions to the institutional decision-making process at private
institutions of higher education were firmly tested in 1980. In the landmark legislative
case NLRB v. Yeshiva University (1980), private colleges and universities had their right
to collective bargaining removed. According to the Supreme Court, the ruling was
determined by establishing that faculty within private colleges are managerial in nature
because their input into the institution‘s decision-making process affected the academic
market in which they were employed. This excluded their faculty status and their right to
negotiate under the Taft-Hartley legislation, thus also excluding them from NLRB
protection.
Meanwhile, public colleges and universities continued to press for more power
over institutional decisions. In approximately 30 U.S. jurisdictions, the governing of the
public sector collective bargaining process of higher education is done through state law
(Metchick & Singh, 2004). When institutional governance enters the collective
bargaining process, its effects are variable depending on the system in place for handling
academic and professional issues. Drummond and Reitsch (1995) state, ―Faculty unions
at colleges with [previously] weak and ineffective governance systems began to address
academic and professional matters in addition to traditional concerns. These colleges
tended to become more embattled and less collegial‖ (p. 56). Conversely, colleges with a
strong governance system in place before bargaining was instituted were able to sustain a
collegial relationship at the completion of negotiations. Faculty satisfaction with the
union process was enhanced if relationships could be maintained.
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Despite the struggle faculty have demonstrated in the effort to acquire more
influence over decisions made, Rhoades (1998) attempted to remind faculty that they
remain managed professionals. As faculty, they do not set budgets, enforce employment
policies, determine limits for student enrollment, control hiring practices and approve or
eliminate academic programs. Still, within this unique relationship—often described as
adversarial (Rhoades)—unionized faculty and managerial administrators are
interdependent on their job responsibilities. In community colleges, for example, faculty
play a major role in establishing program curriculum and providing consultation on the
direction of the college (Miller & Miles, 2008). Miller and Miles conclude that
administrators, conversely, are increasingly responsible for external fundraising and
managing relationships the college has with the business community, thereby reducing
the amount of time available to set curriculum (p. 42).
Despite the historically adversarial relationship between faculty unions and
administration—as well as lack of complete acceptance by faculty that they remain
professional employees managed by others—there is a mutual need for each other if the
college is to function and meet the needs of internal and external stakeholders. Each
college employs different strategies to integrate faculty into the governance process, and
is best served to consider the viewpoints of faculty who retain the closest relationship to
students and services provided them (Miller & Miles, 2008). As Seestedt-Stanford
(2006) confirms, ―The union not only impacts the welfare of the faculty, it represents but
also influences the goals and objectives of the institution‖ (p. 129).
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Contemporary Union Issues
Budget shortfalls among community colleges—both internally from tuition and
fees, and externally, from state and federal appropriations—have diminished available
funding (Boris, 2004). With less funding and limited resources, community colleges will
impart limitations on what can be bargained for in contract negotiations. Deciding
exactly what community college unions will add to their list of negotiating issues must
factor into the diminishing resources available to union leaders and administrators.
Just as there has been no model contract for individual community colleges to use
for traditional issues such as salary and benefits, there is also no template with the
necessary flexibility to determine new issues worthy of being bargained for a modern-day
faculty union. Yet, some issues, undeniably, are likely to make the bargaining list if they
have not been negotiated already. Metchick and Singh (2004) cite two contemporary
issues with union implications: increased use of contingent faculty and a growing trend of
distance education. Beginning in the 1990s, collective bargaining in higher education
began to address the increased use of part-time or contingent faculty and role of
technology in higher education.
Contingent Faculty
Historically, benefits provided by collective bargaining have been granted only to
full-time faculty, with contingent (part-time or adjunct) faculty rights and benefits not
included in collective bargaining agreements. Metchick and Singh (2004) define
contingent faculty as part-time faculty, non-tenure track faculty, and adjunct faculty. The
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increased use of contingent faculty and the poor working conditions they endure make
them ―ripe for unionization‖ (Mechick & Singh, p. 57).
In September 2002, Western Michigan University gave a group of adjunct faculty
the right to earn tenure. These faculty consisted of a unique class of teaching
professionals called ―academic career specialists‖ who had worked the full-time
equivalency with regard to contractual load but were hired on continuing contracts for the
university (Fogg, 2002). In 2005, nearly 140 faculty refused to cross picket lines when
the City Colleges of Chicago held a work stoppage; they were not rehired for the
subsequent spring semester (Bradley, 2005). Faculty viewed this as retaliation for their
union support, despite denials by both the Board of Trustees and the Chancellor of the
seven-school system. This demonstrates the impact that adjunct faculty can have on
higher education.
Dedman and Pearch (2004) estimate that adjuncts average approximately 60 hours
per week in preparation, planning, teaching, and grading. Adjuncts are often working for
low pay, no benefits, limited working space, and no guarantee of future classes.
Proposals to improve the adjuncts‘ situation include establishing a system for adjunct
―buy-in‖ to the benefits system, assimilating adjuncts into the departmental or divisional
culture, setting a differentiated salary schedule to reward long-standing adjuncts, and
providing them with orientation and training (Dedman & Pearch).
Described as the outsourced white-collar workers of academia, Schmid (2004)
identifies contingent faculty‘s increase in unionization as a significant trend in the labor
movement. The success of this movement is evident, with organizing campaigns for
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contingent faculty being highly successful. Schmid warned, however, that even
successful campaigns that result in a ―yea‖ vote to organize will probably result in a long
battle before the first contract goes into effect. Additional challenges inhibiting the
strength of contingent faculty bargaining include the lack of job security, fear of
retribution, and the marginalized role they play in their respective institutions (Schmid).
Full-time faculty unions were advised to view the emerging issue of unionization
of adjunct faculty as more than a collective bargaining issue: Richard J. Boris, director of
the Center for the Study of Collective Bargaining in Higher Education and the
Professions, emphasizes that ―it‘s an issue about academic culture‖ (as cited in Gravois,
2006, p. A8). Whether faculty unions include contingent faculty into the same bargaining
unit or whether adjunct faculty establish a separate bargaining unit has implications for
the entire college. Contingent faculty serve as an immediate solution to budget issues, but
their presence has an impact at every level of the institution.
Cohen (1999) estimates that the ratio of full-time faculty to part-time faculty as
slightly under 40:60 and projected not to exceed that ratio as administrators work to save
money, while faculty unions work to preserve current positions. Thus, by sheer numbers
alone, contingent faculty bring strength in numbers to the instructional capabilities of the
community college.
Distance Education
Distance education includes e-learning and online learning and has the potential
to radically alter the structure and delivery of education (Metchick & Singh, 2004).
Moreover, with radical change comes the need to rethink faculty contracts to reflect these
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changes. In 2005, City University of New York (CUNY) faculty incorporated an updated
version of an intellectual property rights policy into its new contract, revising an older
policy that was unsatisfactory to CUNY faculty (American Federation of Teachers
Higher Education News, 2005). The ensuing court case and its appeal were eventually
won by faculty, yet the case highlights this emerging trend in higher education contract
negotiations. When Web-based courses are offered by colleges, the resources used for
course design and implementation create a dilemma as to who owns the intellectual
property rights and how compensation should be handled for faculty who teach such
courses (Taleb, 2007).
Phrasing such as substantial use, fair use, and work for hire are becoming
commonplace among people who must write and address policies regarding intellectual
property because the wording adopted into union contracts impacts the compensation of
faculty. Administrators use these phrases to assert ownership over faculty courses. A
major concern among faculty is that while written notes are essentially useful only to the
student taking the notes and are prohibitive to recreating the course as originally
designed, an online course package is available for anyone to use—even outliving the
originator of the course material (Taleb, 2007; Dahl, 2005).
The goal of collective bargaining to the issue of distance education is to establish
policies that maintain certain rights and privileges for the faculty member (Dahl, 2005).
These rights may include placing timelines on courseware copyright ownership by the
institution and rights to future use if the faculty member leaves one institution for another
(Dahl).
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Distance education has prompted a new wave of faculty unionism as unions work
to address the changes brought about by these newer modes of education. Melchick and
Singh (2004) warn of potential changes as distance education can directly and indirectly
impact other contract issues such as increasing class size and pedagogy requirements.
Furthermore, as far back as 2000, faculty unions have worked to incorporate contract
language that attempted to protect the overall quality of student education. A resolution
passed by the AFT in 2000 opposed undergraduate degrees earned entirely through online
courses (Carnevale, 2000).
Ironically, both of these contemporary issues can be problematic for faculty
unions. As discussed in the introduction to this section, colleges are working with
diminishing resources. As individual colleges work to find solutions to cut costs without
raising tuition, a feasible opportunity to generate revenue is increasing the proportion of
distance education classes taught primarily by contingent faculty (Melchick & Singh,
2004). In fact, Melchick and Signh foresee that ―in theory, distance learning could
eventually depend on 100% use of adjuncts‖ (p. 62).
Emerging trends in colleges are reflective of greater changes in society. Castro
(2000) reminds that it was ―faculty dissatisfaction [that] ushered in unionization and is
contributing to the changing role of the union‖ (p. 54). Traditional concerns over wages
and benefits will always be negotiated; however, newer issues—such as contingent
faculty, distance education, fewer resources available—have produced varied opinions
within a faculty union as to what should be addressed immediately versus what can or
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should be postponed. This topic is worthy of further research to identify differences and
commonalities regarding what goes on the list of items to be negotiated.
Theoretical and Conceptual Frameworks
The concepts that emerge and frame the study are drawn from game theory.
According to David Levine of the UCLA Department of Economics, in the social
sciences, game theory focuses on how groups of people interact, which can be
extrapolated into understanding actions resulting from rational decision-making as well
as provide mathematical modeling for strategic reasoning.
Game Theory
Game theory originated in 1944 with the book Theory of Games and Economic
Behavior by John von Neumann and Oskar Morgenstern. It has been used to study
human behavior in a variety of situations and applications, and its application to the field
of economics and business also has been used to explain and predict behavior. Stanford‘s
online Encyclopedia of Philosophy (n.d.) defines game theory as ―the study of the ways in
which strategic interactions among rational players produce outcomes with respect to the
preferences (or utilities) of those players, none of which might have been intended by any
of them‖ (para. 1).
According to Stevens (1958), game theory is inappropriate for the analysis of the
negotiation process. Stevens reasons that game theory developed solutions based on
calculated, optimal strategies with an assumed—although arbitrary—payoff. Ariel
Rubinstein (1991), then professor of economics at Tel Aviv University, explains the
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shortcomings of game theory and its misunderstood applicability when the bounds of
rationality of human behavior:
There exists a widespread myth in game theory that it is possible to achieve a
miraculous prediction regarding the outcome of interaction among human beings
using data only on the order of events, combined with a description of the players‘
preferences over the feasible outcomes of the situation. The mystical and vague
word rationality is used to fuel our hopes in achieving this goal. I fail to see any
possibility of this being accomplished. (p. 923)
Applying Rubinstein‘s (1991) argument, game theory would be applicable to the
process of negotiation only if extensive analyses were conducted on the reasoning
processes of the negotiators. Instead, as Stevens (1958) indicates, the negotiation process
aims to change the perception of what the value of the payoff may be for the negotiators.
Actual negotiations, according to Chattergee and Samuelson (1983), are a noncooperative game of incomplete information. Most important, neither side knows the
―walk-away price‖ (p. 835) of the other. Bargaining theories consider both the
unpredictability of human behavior and incomplete information, whereas game theory is
unsuitable as an analytical lens for this study.
Concepts of Distributive and Interest-Based Bargaining
With collective bargaining agreements in higher education now approaching their
fifth decade, 33 states and the District of Columbia and almost half of all U.S. faculty are
unionized within the majority in four-year colleges and universities and a little less than
half in community colleges (NCSCBHEP, 2009). A good amount of research has
explored the process of contract negotiation in the educational arena since its inception.
Many negotiation theories have arisen from this research. Conry (1999) suggests that it is
less useful to categorize conflicts arising from negotiation by academic discipline and
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more valuable to organize theories related to conflict according to characteristics of the
negotiation process. Conry organizes negotiation theories by the characteristics of the
negotiation process, leading to five theoretical categories:
1.

Exchange theories.

2.

Structural theories.

3.

Individual theories.

4.

Symbolic theories.

5.

Process theories.

Conry‘s (1999) work builds on research by Richard Walton and Robert McKersie
(1995) as delineated in A Behavioral Theory of Labor Negotiation: An Analysis of a
Social Interaction System. This is a seminal work on industrial relations in which the
negotiation process is described as a series of competing sub-processes, including
distributive bargaining, integrative bargaining, intraorganizational bargaining, and
attitudinal structuring.
Distributive bargaining. Also known as positional, traditional, or win-lose
bargaining, distributive bargaining refers to groups in conflict and their attempt to resolve
differences through the bargaining process. The parties involved in this type of
negotiation strategy seek to obtain the greatest gains, regardless of losses incurred by the
other party (Peddle, 2008). The distribution of a limited amount of resources leads to a
―winner‖ in the amount of resources gained but no net gain when the gains and losses are
added together.
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Kelleher (2000) states that distributive bargaining has been the most common
bargaining strategy in education, creating an ―us versus them‖ mentality that requires
each side in the negotiation to conceal its primary objectives. He describes several
distributive bargaining models, each with individual characteristics. The concessionconvergence model requires a series of concessions by both parties until converging on
mutual agreement. Expedited models place time limits on the length of the negotiations,
thereby limiting the number of negotiated items, as well. Progressive models separate
economic and non-economic issues, while permitting full discussion of all issues brought
to the table.
Interest-based bargaining. Conversely, interest-based bargaining works to
minimize the level of conflict by attempting to find solutions beneficial to both parties.
Palmer (2008) claims that the current focus in higher education is utilizing interest-based
bargaining. The idea behind this concept is to forego the industrial mindset of
negotiation, which as its primary objectives are salary and benefits, and move toward
bargaining for appropriate resource allocation to achieve educational goals that help the
faculty and students.
First described by Walton and McKersie (1965), interest-based or integrative
bargaining involves three sequential steps:
1. Identify the problem.
2. Explore alternative solutions and acknowledge the resulting effects.
3. Rank solutions by preference and direct actions based on rankings.
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Peddle (2008) cautions, ―Integrative possibilities can be exploited only when the
bargaining parties can start out by identifying mutual problems and exchange information
about those problems‖ (para. 10). Therefore, this style of bargaining requires a
willingness by both parties to enter into bargaining with a genuine commitment to
exploring a wide range of alternative solutions to the conflict. The effort of cooperation
will lead to a positive outcome for all parties.
Intra-organizational bargaining. Intra-organizational bargaining approaches
the negotiation process with varied viewpoints of a group of individuals being
represented by a few negotiators in the interests of the entire group. Peddle (2008)
describes this strategy as finding consensus within one‘s own party; however, the
negotiators may receive mixed signals as to which issues should be emphasized and
which strategies should be employed to achieve the best possible deal. Further, Peddle
(2008) asserts, ―With limited representatives of each stakeholder group at the table,
managing the negotiation process with one‘s own stakeholders away from the table can
be more important than the actual bargaining that is done at the table itself‖ (para. 18).
Within the community college faculty union, the concept of intra-organizational
bargaining is significant when trying to ascertain what union leaders do, to whom union
leaders listen, and how union leaders prioritize competing interests of all faculty when
deciding on issues to be negotiated during collective bargaining.
McKersie, Perry, and Walton (1965) conducted a case study that examined
intraorganizational bargaining within the United Auto Workers (UAW). The study was
conducted from the vantage point of the chief negotiator and the union delegate. The
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researchers noted conflicting pressures and expectations among the union constituencies.
Also of interest in this study was the interplay between intraorganizational bargaining
and interorganizational bargaining. The negotiator in a union environment faced
obstacles and pressures not only among his constituents but also constraints from the
opposing party. Interorganizational bargaining looks to close the gap between the
interests of the internal constituents and the restrictions placed on the negotiator by the
opposition (McKersie, Perry, & Walton).
Attitudinal structuring. Finally, with regard to the four sub-processes of the
negotiation process, attitudinal structuring considers the perceptions held by each party
with regard to the other side and the influence that these perceptions hold in shaping the
direction of the negotiations (Walton & McKersie, 1965). Relationship patterns develop
between the parties and such relationship patterns are observable during the bargaining
process. Walton and McKersie suggest that manipulating the relationship patterns in
direction that will lead to positive outcomes will actually lead to better relationships
between parties, thereby making it easier to problem-solve through the change in attitude
and behavior.
Principled negotiation. In 1981, Fisher and Ury proposed a new negotiation
strategy in labor-management negotiations: principled negotiation (PN). PN is considered
a variation of integrative bargaining. According to Fisher and Ury, in principled
negotiations, both labor and management approach the negotiation with an exaggerated
position of what each hopes to gain through bargaining. This is followed by a series of
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offers and counteroffers, eventually coming to an agreement that is much closer to the
real positions held by each side.
The PN approach begins with both sides identifying issues of significant interest
to each side. This is followed by problem analysis, examining the option for resolving the
problem and, finally, coming to an agreement that is mutually beneficial to both sides
(Fisher & Ury).
A case study conducted in 2005 by McKersie et al. (2008) tested the ability of PN
to influence contract negotiations for Kaiser Permanente union and management. The
conclusions reached in this study suggest that PN worked best when negotiating issues of
common interest between both parties, thereby becoming a mechanism for applying the
concept of interest-based bargaining introduced by Walton and McKersie (1965).
Furthermore, the researchers concluded that the strategy of PN is dropped when
negotiating issues where both sides are tensely divided and promoted emotional
reactions—thereupon reverting to the traditional negotiation strategy of positional
bargaining. The 2008 McKersie study and a survey analysis by Cutcher-Gershenfeld and
Kochan (2004) describe how union management negotiations can mix distributive and
integrative bargaining within the same negotiation process in an effort to come to
agreement on issues when there are varying levels of prescribed importance by both
parties.
The first two sub-processes of Walton and McKersie‘s (1965) behavioral theory
of negotiation, distributive, and interest-based bargaining are related to the negotiation
itself and how the process progresses using bargaining strategies to achieve objectives on
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both sides. Attitudinal structuring focuses on individual behavior and its modification in
the negotiation process to bring about desired change. Only intra-organizational
bargaining looks at the negotiation process before the actual negotiation. In the
community college faculty union, both academic and non-academic issues may make the
bargaining agenda, but how specific issues are selected remains unclear.
Cutcher-Gershenfeld (1994) identifies six differences in the bargaining process
related to whether distributive or interest-based bargaining strategies are employed in
negotiation:
1. Preparations for bargaining.
2. Opening negotiations.
3. Movement on issues during bargaining.
4. Interpersonal communication.
5. Coming to agreement.
6. Ratifying the contract.
Cutcher-Gershenfeld (1994) asserts that the contrasting approaches lead to stark
differences in training negotiators as well as how to analyze underlying interests. In
distributive bargaining, targets are established during the preparation step, and
counterarguments and resistance from the other side are anticipated. Integrative
bargaining preparations analyze the both sides‘ core issues and manageable solutions that
are agreeable to both parties, and this is then carried into the opening negotiations. With
distributive bargaining, the opening negotiations do not reflect the interests of either party
but instead act as a baseline, factoring in room to negotiate around the opening positions.
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Movement on issues is gradual, dependent on concessions from both parties in
distributive bargaining, while sharing of common interests is emphasized in integrative
bargaining. Careful note-taking is not necessary as a means of interpersonal
communication and problem-solving continues until agreement is reached in integrative
bargaining, while problem-solving is used only at the end of negotiations in distributive
bargaining. Both Kelleher (2000) and Cutcher-Gershenfeld emphasize that distributive
and integrative bargaining are not concrete, inflexible conceptual models; a combination
of techniques may be employed, depending on the situation.
The overarching implications of this analysis are that the bargaining strategy
employed through negotiation, distributive, or integrative bargaining, may influence how
union leaders generate a list of items to be bargained as well as how that list is prioritized.
By factoring in the interactional politics of interorganizational and intraorganizational
bargaining, the bargaining process itself and its outcome are reliant on a significant
number of factors occurring before any negotiation takes place.
Decision Analysis
Another derivation of game theory is the concept of decision analysis. Decision
analysis is a way of comparing options in terms of balance between the chances of good
and bad outcomes occurring and the benefits and harms associated with possible
outcomes (O‘Sullivan, 2008). The foundations of decision analysis began with von
Neumann and Morgenstern (1947), who first described the principles associated with
analyzing decision problems. This early research focused on the role of the decision-
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maker. The decision chosen was linked to an analysis of all alternative solutions, and the
preference of possible consequences was determined by the decision-maker.
Keeney (1982) explained that, philosophically, all decisions require subjective
judgments by the decision-maker, and the likelihood of various consequences to those
decisions must be estimated in advance. As described by Keeney, the practical
implications of decision analysis are the inclusion of values and judgments in an analysis
of decision alternatives. Decision problems and the implementation of decision analysis
share the following fundamental characteristics:
1. Perceived need to accomplish some objective.
2. Several alternatives, one which must be selected.
3. Consequences associated with alternatives are different.
4. Uncertainty about the consequences of each alternative.
5. Possible consequences of each alternative are not equally valued.
The characteristics of decision problems that may benefit from conducting
decision analysis correspond to the decision-making processes that faculty union leaders
must face when deciding how to select and prioritize the myriad issues presented to the
negotiation team from union constituents during the pre-negotiation phase of
negotiations. Keeney (1982) further describes that modern decision problems often carry
with them high stakes, where the choices made among alternatives carry strong
consequences; the outcome of contract negotiations fits this characterization based on the
number of people affected by the results of those negotiations. Complexity cannot be
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avoided in making decisions. It is inherent in most problems but also part of their
solutions.
Chapter Summary
The long history of the educational union movement began in 1935 with the
National Labor Relations Act, giving workers in private industry the right to join unions
and bargain collectively. Although initially excluded from collective bargaining, public
educators and their two major union affiliates, the American Federation of Teachers
(AFT) and the National Education Association (NEA), continued to push for the legal
right to collectively bargain for better working conditions and higher pay.
In 1962, Executive Order 10988 provided limited bargaining rights to public
employees, opening the door to collective bargaining in education. Although higher
education was slower to embrace collective bargaining—due in part due to how the
college educated professionals viewed themselves and their motivations as separate from
the often uneducated, unsalaried trade unionists (Aronowitz, 1998)—by the 1970s,
collective bargaining was firmly entrenched into public higher education.
On January 1, 1984, the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (IELRA) went
into effect. The IELRA requires educational employers to bargain contracts, in good
faith, with the employees‘ exclusive representative (Illinois Federation of Teachers,
public presentation, November 7, 2009) and defines mandatory, permissive, and
prohibited subjects of collective bargaining for the state.
Research into collective bargaining in higher education has shown benefits for
unionized faculty in the form of higher salaries (Monks, 2000) as well as increased
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opportunities for tenure and professorship (Benedict & Wilder, 1999). Each college
employs different strategies to integrate faculty into the governance process, yet Rhoades
(1998) notes that there remains a constant struggle for faculty to gain increased decisionmaking authority.
Contemporary union issues reflect the sociocultural changes evident in society
and influencing the delivery of education in U.S. colleges and universities. Metchick and
Singh (2004) cite the increased use of contingent faculty and the growing trend toward
distance education as two contemporary issues with union implications. Described as the
outsourced, white-collar workers of academia, Schmid (2004) identifies the increase in
unionization among contingent faculty as the most significant trend in the labor
movement. Distance education has prompted a new wave of faculty unionism, as unions
work to address the changes brought about by this newer mode of education.
Chapter 3 describes the research methodology undertaken and the procedures
employed to gather and analyze data for this research study. The qualitative research
included a series of interviews with lead negotiators at community colleges, who
provided their perceptions on the prenegotiation process in preparation for upcoming
collective bargaining. The research design is described, including participants and site
selection.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES
Introduction
The community college has enhanced access to higher education for Americans
since its creation at the turn of the twentieth century (Levinson, 2005). As of 2010, there
are 1,173 community colleges enrolling 11.8 million students across the United States,
according to the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC). Much is asked
of the community college, as it tries to meet the needs of everyone it serves. From
remedial to basic education, workforce training to a basic liberal-arts education,
community colleges require flexibility to accomplish its complex mission, says Kristin
Bagnato (2005), feature writer for Community College Week.
Over time, in an effort to meet public needs, change in the community college has
become a constant feature of these institutions. The stakeholders of the community
college serve as one example of such change. In any given community college, students
enter and then graduate or disassociate altogether from the school, administrative and
staff positions have frequent turnaround, and board member positions change, but it is
often the community college faculty who persist. As faculty often maintain longevity in
their positions, the push for change in the institution may stem from this group. Of all the
changes which have occurred in the community college system, the faculty most notably
have worked over the decades to promote change and equity within their own faculty
ranks through collective bargaining.
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Purpose Statement
The purpose of this study was to identify how faculty union leaders gather data
and incorporate past experience to prioritize decisions for new contract negotiations in
Illinois community colleges. The end result of this research study is to provide new and
useful information regarding the pre-negotiation process utilized by union leaders in
preparation for upcoming contract negotiations. The results of this research will fill a
void in the literature regarding the pre-negotiation phase of contract negotiations
specifically within community colleges. Unions of all trades, as well as administrators
and managers can gain new insight into this critical phase of the negotiation process.
This study sought to draw out what approaches union leaders use in the
preparation for contract negotiations, and how the circumstances within each community
college influences the approach taken. Further, this research explored whether the
approaches taken prior to the negotiation are correlated to the relationship between
administrators and faculty union leaders. Any notion of a partnership that may exist
between faculty and managing administrators must first consider the outcomes of the
most recent contract negotiation within a given college. Therefore, the approaches and
strategies taken by union leaders leading up to contract negotiation would be of interest to
numerous individuals and groups, including other faculty unions and union leaders,
administrators, non-unionized colleges and scholars of the union movement.
William Badke, author of Research Strategies: Finding Your Way Through the
Information Fog (2004) considers a good question as the key to quality research. Further,
Badke (2004) emphasizes the need to narrow the question so as not to treat the topic with
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only superficial conclusions. A narrow question allows for a researcher to address it with
depth. This research study does not seek to understand the entire contract negotiation
process, nor the qualities of an effective negotiator, which are both excellent topics, but
each alone acts as a narrow topic of inquiry. Research is about the cumulative body of
research on the more general topic, comprised of many smaller studies on narrower topics
which contribute to one‘s understanding of a bigger issue.
Agee (2009) emphasizes the need for quality in the development of one‘s research
question(s) when she states, ―Good questions do not necessarily produce good research,
but poorly conceived or constructed questions will likely create problems that affect all
subsequent stages of a study‖ (p. 431). The process of questioning is ongoing through
the duration of a qualitative research study, according to Agee (2009), and it is the
questioning process which enables the researcher to effectively communicate the
perspectives of the participants in the study.
Research Questions
The type of research study and the methodology employed within that study is
best determined by the questions for which a researcher wants answers. Frankel and
Devers (2000) maintain that good qualitative studies answer a direct, clearly stated
research question. Moreover, good research questions facilitate understanding of a
problem using a practical approach. The research questions which served to address the
research purpose include:
1. What data gathering steps are taken to prepare for contract negotiations?
2. How is pre-negotiation information obtained and validated?
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3. What decision-making process(es) is/are employed by union leaders to identify
faculty union issues to be taken to the bargaining table?
4. Do today‘s community college faculty union leaders incorporate professional
unionism, such as requesting the use of integrative bargaining strategies, into the
pre-negotiation phase of contract negotiations?
Research Design
The qualitative research strategy which best answers the research questions in this
study was to employ case study methodology situated in the interpretive paradigm.
When utilizing the interpretivist approach, the researchers become the research
instruments. Consequently, the results of the study were directly influenced by the
relationships formed, the questions asked, and how well the researcher documents the
influences and biases of the researcher on the conclusions derived. Denzin and Lincoln
(2007) effectively illustrated the relationship between the paradigm and the choices of
methodology when they stated, ―strategies of inquiry‖ such as the case study ―put
paradigms of interpretation into motion‖ (p. 34).
Qualitative Research
This qualitative case study which investigated the data gathering and decision
making processes of union leaders preparing for contract negotiations was situated in the
interpretive paradigm. An interpretative paradigm is an effective and appropriate strategy
for situating this research because according to Willis (2007), ―the goal of interpretive
research is an understanding of a particular situation or context much more than the
discovery of universal laws or rules‖ (p. 99). Moreover, Creswell (2007) advocates for
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the use of a qualitative paradigm when multiple perspectives are gathered through
extensive field work thereby providing accurate descriptions detailing the meaning and
viewpoints of the research participants.
Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2007) indicate that ―the central endeavour in the
context of the interpretive paradigm is to understand the subjective world of human
experience. To retain the integrity of the phenomena being investigated, efforts are made
to get inside the person and to understand from within‖ (p. 21). The interpretive paradigm
is in direct contrast to the normative paradigm which is grounded in two fundamental
ideals; first, humans and their behavior is governed by rules; and second, this behavior is
best studied by the boundaries of natural science (Cohen et al., 2007). To investigate the
pre-negotiation processes and strategies employed by union leaders, a socially
constructed reality situated in the interpretive paradigm is captured in the data of
meanings, actions and decisions as related by the union leaders.
Case Study Method
The goal of research is to acquire knowledge about a particular topic using an
appropriate method to build that knowledge (Gillham, 2000). In the current research
study, it was determined how community college faculty union leaders gather and verify
information as they prioritize issues for contract negotiation. Further, the bargaining
strategy used by union negotiators was revealed, as well as whether that strategy
contributed to the decisions and priorities made by the union leaders when preparing for
the negotiation. This research study used a constructivist-interpretive paradigm with the
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naturalistic inquiry methods of the case study to capture the many beliefs and realities
shared by the research participants.
Case study methodology relies on multiple sources of evidence. Beyond
discussions with multiple participants, multiple sources of evidence requires the
researcher to search for different types of evidence: Documents, records, interviews and
personal artifacts are all examples of evidence collected during the inquiry process
(Gillham, 2000). While the case study method is viewed by some to lack rigor and
quality, Yin (2003) argued that this stems from ‗sloppy‘ researchers with inconsistent
protocols and blatant biases appearing in the study, each impacting the conclusions
drawn, thus minimizing its value in providing understanding of social phenomena.
Merriam (1988) defines a case study as, ―an examination of a specific
phenomenon such as a program, an event, a person, a process, an institution, or a social
group.‖(p. 9). Yin (2003) promotes the use of the case study ―to contribute to our
knowledge of individual, group, organizational, social, political, and related phenomena‖
(p. 1). This is an optimal strategy to identify the data gathering process employed by
Illinois to set the priorities for new union contracts. Stake (2005) concludes that
for a research community, case study optimizes understanding by pursuing scholarly
research questions. It gains credibility by thoroughly triangulating the descriptions and
interpretations, not just in a single step but continuously throughout the period of study.
For a qualitative research community, case study concentrates on experiential knowledge
of the case and close attention to the influence of its social, political and other contexts.
(p. 443).
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The decision making process, including why the decision was made, how the
decision was made and the outcome of the decision, can be elucidated through case study
(Yin, 2003). According to Ralph Keeney of Woodward-Clyde Consultants, author of
Decision Analysis: An Overview (1982), the importance of examining the decision
environment is essential to consider before analyzing the decisions that are eventually
made. The intertwined features of the decision environment, as explained by Keeney
(1982), contribute greatly to the decisions that are ultimately made. Factors influencing
the decisions made in a union environment or otherwise may be impacted by conditions
in the decision environment such as: multiple objectives needing to be achieved
simultaneously, the impact of the decisions on more groups than just the one making the
decisions, risks and uncertainty of the decision process, intangibles that cannot be
foreseen and the fact that one decision impacts other decisions. Each of these, as
discussed by Keeney (1982) are important aspects which may have great potential to
impact the final decisions.
Therefore, the real value of implementing a case study in this research is its
ability to explore the many contributing features of the decision environment which
faculty union leaders are subjected to, adding to the complexity of the decisions they
must make. Having used an interview process, contextual information taken from union
leaders in a contemporary setting was used to further the understanding of both the
individual and organizational phenomena occurring in the faculty union pre-negotiation
phase, simulating the process described by Yin (2003).
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Data Collection Procedures
Qualitative research goals vary considerably from quantitative research goals.
Once the research questions have been established and a qualitative study is warranted,
the remainder of the study protocol should be aligned to best answer the research
questions. The data collection procedures of qualitative research should achieve richness
in the data, therefore, purposeful sampling of site and participant selection should be
carefully considered (Struwig & Stead, 2001).
Site Selection
Site selection for the case study is purposive, as the small sample size of case
study research does not call for random sampling (Stake, 2005). Four objectives were
described by Maxwell (2004) for purposeful selection within qualitative research:
1. Achieving representativeness, or typicality of the settings, individuals or activities
selected;
2. Adequately capture heterogeneity of the population;
3. Deliberately examine cases which are critical for the theories with which the
study begins;
4. Establish particular comparisons to highlight reasons for differences between
settings or individuals.
The sites chosen were not selected using convenience sampling; instead, criteria for
participation limited which institutions were selected. Five community colleges in the
state of Illinois with faculty unions having completed contract negotiations within the
previous 36 months were identified for participation in this study. The specific collective
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bargaining laws unique to each state make it appropriate to focus on an individual state,
such as Illinois, for this study.
Participant Selection
In a qualitative research study using case study methodology, participant selection
is a key fact in the acquisition of rich, high quality data. Grinnell and Unrau (2007)
explain the selection of participants in a qualitative study:
Is aimed at an in-depth understanding of a few cases, rather than a general
understanding of many cases, or people. In other words, the number of research
participants in a qualitative study is much smaller than in a quantitative one. (p.
89)
Five participants were selected for this study. The five research participants were
community college faculty union lead negotiators who had participated in at least one
previous contract negotiation, or were in the process of negotiating their first contract, but
had already completed the pre-negotiation process, as was the case for one of the study
participants. Each of these individuals possessed final decision making abilities during
the negotiation. As the purpose of the study was to identify the pre-negotiation data
gathering and decision making process and how priorities are set for union negotiations,
it was important to find individuals who led the data gathering and decision prioritization
process for contract negotiation. Union leaders who noted serving as a union officer or
lead negotiator were still considered for participation, as long as they were the lead
negotiator at the most recent contract negotiation.
This qualitative research study did not discriminate against participants based on
race, gender, ethnicity or other discriminating factors. The constructivist interpretive
paradigm seeks to identify the multiple realities of union pre-negotiation data collection,
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prioritization and decision making from all union leaders who qualify based on the
established participant selection parameters. While size of the community colleges
included in the study did not factor into the site selection process, basic demographics
such as student enrollment and number of full time and contingent faculty were collected
during the data collection, and are presented in the findings. This information may
provide more perspective regarding decision making and prioritization of decisions by
faculty union leaders.
Data Sources
Data collected in this research study came from several sources. Initially,
demographic data were collected and used to choose research participants who met the
selection criteria. Once five research participants were selected, semi-structured
interviews were conducted and joined with interview field notes. Data collected from
each source was included and described to its fullest, seeking maximum transparency
with all data sources.
Demographic Survey
Data collection techniques and strategies included a demographic survey (see
Appendix C) of potential research participants. This survey was directed to faculty union
presidents and vice-presidents at Illinois community colleges through electronic mail, in
an effort to identify who the lead negotiators for each of the surveyed colleges were
during the last contract negotiation.
Mertens (2005) advises the use of demographic surveys which reflect clarity in
the questioning, short questions which encompass only one idea, avoidance of any bias
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and to stick with a prescribed format, whether open or closed, in the questions. An
introduction of the research and researcher begins the survey and it should end with an
expression of appreciation for completing the survey. Returned surveys were evaluated
for meeting selection criteria. Respondents who met the selection criteria were invited to
participate in the research study with a letter of invitation, based solely on the order in
which the responses were received.
Semi-Structured Interviews
Semi-structured interviews were recorded in a natural setting (the college campus
of the participants) and then transcribed, coded and themed for pertinent information
addressing the research purpose. The semi-structured interview process allows for some
degree of flexibility on the part of the researcher to explore further detail of the issues.
Bogdan and Biklen (2007) affirm that ―Qualitative interviews offer the interviewee
considerable latitude to pursue a range of topics and offer the subject a chance to shape
the content of the interview.‖(p. 3). The two components of field notes should include
observation and reflection. These notes were constructed immediately following the
interview and are included in dissertation appendices for optimal transparency.
The Illinois community college system was selected for this research study
because collective bargaining laws vary by state, therefore, themes resulting for this
research study may be reflective of the legal nature of the bargaining process specific to
the state of Illinois.
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Data Analysis Procedures
Data analysis in qualitative research seeks to find strategies to best represent
collected data for interpretation. Cresswell (2007) recommends a three-step process, to
include: data collection and organization; data reduction through theming and coding;
and data representation through the use of figures, tables and discussion. Each of these
steps were incorporated into this study.
Data Collection and Organization
After research participants were selected using the demographic survey, the list of
interview questions was evaluated by a panel of experts in an attempt to refine
redundancy and elaborate on key points which may not reflect strong enough emphasis.
Additional opinions were sought from these experts to identify any missing information
which should have been included. These same panel experts served as participants in a
pilot study of the interview. Pilot studies, smaller versions of the actual study, can be
used as a method to improve the quality of the research study (Burns, Burns & Grove,
2005)
Triangulation
Triangulation is an effective method to check information collected in the
research study as a way to develop a consistency of the evidence across the data sources
(Mertens & McLaughlin, 2003). Triangulation in this study was accomplished by
reading through interview notes and field notes, as well as the verbatim transcribed
interview conversations generated from a transcriptionist. This is an iterative process
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requiring reading and rereading transcribed data aimed at helping capture the experiences
of the participants.
After a thorough review of the transcribed data, it was submitted to the research
participants to give them the opportunity for verification of statements they made during
the interview, thereby providing transparency at all levels of the research study. Denzin
(1989) argued that data reviewed by additional observers, the many theories and methods
utilized by the researcher, may reduce researcher bias that might otherwise result without
multiple observers. For qualitative research, four methods of triangulation have been
described by Patton (2002):
1. Method triangulation: verification of the finding produced by multiple collection
methods;
2. Triangulation of sources: determination of the consistency of data sources when
using the same methodology;
3. Analyst triangulation: using multiple analyzers to review data and findings;
4. Theory/perspective triangulation: the incorporation of multiple theories
(concepts) in data interpretation and analysis.
Triangulation enhances the rigor of the research study. Patton (2002) emphasizes the
need to test for consistency and identify important nuances yielded by the method
employed, not necessarily reproduce all results when using different data sources. The
ultimate goal of data analysis, according to Grinnell and Unrau (2007) is to ―interpret
data in such a way that the true expressions of research participants are revealed‖ (p. 90).
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Theme and Code Identification
Miles and Huberman (1994) described the importance of data reduction, or the
sorting, simplifying and transformation of the data into communicable meaning. A useful
tool for managing the voluminous data includes the use of codes. ―Codes are tags or
labels for assigning units of meaning to the descriptive or inferential information
compiled during a study‖ (Miles & Huberman, p. 56). The codes are then used to draw
conclusions regarding the meaning of the data. A variety of strategies can be applied to
generate meaning, including the use of noting patterns and themes, forming clusters of
like information and making metaphors, as well as making comparison and contrasts of
the data.
Data Representation
Thomas Lee (1998), author of Using Qualitative Methods in Organizational
Research, suggests that data analysis should follow a three step procession, from data
condensation to data categorization and finally data interpretation. The use of figures,
graphs, boxes and tables are common methods to illustrate data, enhancing the
interpretation on the part of the reader.
For this research study, data from transcribed interviews were reduced into
sections according to broad themes. A priori themes were derived from the theories and
concepts used as the lens in which to view the data and information obtained. The
process of data analysis within a qualitative study requires consistent attention to the
emergence of themes which assist in generating meaning from the data. Miles and
Huberman (1994) support the use of both a priori and emerging themes, by stating ―in
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the life of a conceptualization, we need both approaches – and may well need them from
several filed researchers – to pull a mass of facts and findings into a wide-ranging,
coherent set of generalizations‖(p. 17). Professional unionism is an example of an a
priori theme for this research study, thus enhancing the data analysis process by serving
as a potential category by which data can be sorted. No data collected has been lost or
misplaced and all potential themes were recorded and captured.
Researcher as Instrument
The researcher currently teaches in the biology department of a medium size
community college in Illinois and is a member in good standing with the faculty union.
This college has a rich union history which has developed contract language patterned
and/or copied by colleges and universities across the United States. This strong,
determined group of union leaders has influenced the researcher to look at union
leadership and ascertain the factors which go into making decisions and assigning
priorities to potential negotiation items.
As collective bargaining progresses into an enhanced era of fiscal and educational
accountability, the process and the arena of contract negotiations are changing.
Identifying the strategies and tactics which are effective in the pre-negotiation process
may aid new union leaders searching for direction, as well as provide some understanding
to administrative union teams searching for understanding of the types of issues brought
to the negotiation table.
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Chapter Summary
This study employed a qualitative research design situated within the interpretive
paradigm. Further, case study methodology was employed to gather data on how union
leaders gather information and make decisions when preparing to negotiate new union
contracts. The quality of this study was enhanced by ensuring rigor during data
collection and analysis, while minimizing limitations. The product of this study should
result in rich and contextual findings with the purpose of enhancing the understanding of
the pre-negotiation process within faculty unions in the limited field of community
college research. Chapter 4 will provide a presentation of the findings from this study.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
Introduction
Five community college faculty union leaders who have served as the lead
negotiator at their most recent contract negotiation, or are serving as lead negotiator for
an upcoming negotiation, were interviewed to reveal how data is gathered and
information was collected to establish a list of priorities for contract negotiation. Each
participant was asked questions which would provide insight into the different strategies
and techniques each union employed, including the extent to which each union sought the
opinions of their union constituents. Further questioning explored the nature of how that
information was researched and validated, how decisions were made in the context of the
negotiation team and how the specific negotiation strategy factored into the prenegotiation efforts of the union leaders.
The participants interviewed were all faculty members at their respective colleges
in addition to either currently serving or previously having served as a leader of their
respective faculty unions at the last contract negotiation. The experience of each lead
negotiator was variable, including participants who had just negotiated their first contract
to one participant who had served as president and lead negotiator for the previous three
union contracts.
Chapter 4 presents the findings from the research investigation, including
identifying the study‘s purpose and guiding questions, followed by participant profiles.
Additionally, the findings are presented for the four guiding questions, as well as
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emergent themes derived from the case studies. Finally, a priori themes are briefly
reviewed along with relevant data. Collectively, the findings from this case study will
serve to address the intended objective of the research which was to identify and describe
the modes of preparation and information gathering used by faculty union leaders for
upcoming contract negotiations.
Purpose
A qualitative case study was conducted to achieve the study‘s purpose. Lead
faculty negotiators from five community college faculty unions were questioned on the
strategies and methods used to prepare the faculty negotiation team for the issues they
would bring to the negotiation table to collectively bargain for changes and/or
improvements to their working conditions. The preparation taken to identify and
organize the issues, as well as the prioritization given to the myriad issues brought forth
by the union constituents were described by these lead negotiators. As each college has
established its own set of procedures to gather data and set priorities, this study aimed to
describe the pre-negotiation process of five Illinois community colleges.
The purpose of this study was to identify how faculty union leaders gather data
and incorporate past experience to prioritize decisions for new contract negotiations in
Illinois community colleges. This research sought to capture the experiences of
community college lead faculty union negotiators to include strategies and procedures
they incorporated as they prepared for upcoming contract negotiations. Data gathering
protocols, information validation, how issues were prioritized and the role of
professionalism, were addressed with the lead negotiators. Additional data explored the
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negotiation team formation process, data gathering in preparation for negotiations, the
influence of the bargaining strategy used by the college in the pre-negotiation phase, and
the role past experience played on the part of the lead negotiators as they prepared for the
negotiation.
Research Questions
Four research questions framed the context of this study. Each of the questions
were intended to address the processes used in the (a) gathering of pre-negotiation
information, (b) what is done with the information once it is collected, (c) how the issues
are prioritized, and (d) whether the bargaining strategy used by the union factors into the
pre-negotiation process. The research questions that guided this research included:
1. What data gathering steps are taken to prepare for contract negotiations?
2. How is additional pre-negotiation information obtained and validated?
3. What decision-making process(es) is/are employed by union leaders to
identify/prioritize faculty union issues to be taken to the bargaining table?
4. Do today‘s faculty union leaders incorporate professional unionism, such as
requesting the use of integrative bargaining strategies, into the pre-negotiation
phase of contract negotiations?
Semi-structured interviews were conducted with five lead negotiators from
Illinois community college faculty unions. Four lead negotiators had served as lead
negotiator for at least one previous contract negotiation. One lead negotiator was in the
process of finishing his first contract negotiation. The selected colleges were either urban
or suburban schools from the northeastern portion of the state of Illinois.
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Support in identifying contact information of Illinois community college faculty
union leaders was provided by the two union affiliate branch offices, The National
Education Association (NEA) and American Federation of Teachers (AFT). Community
college selection was determined by order of returned contact sent by faculty union
leaders in response to an initial electronic email query made to all community college
unions. An explanation of the study was described and an invitation to participate in the
research study was offered to the identified union leaders. If the faculty union lead
negotiator was willing to participate in the research study, had experience leading the prenegotiation process for a contract negotiation, and expressed a willingness to discuss
openly their experience as they prepared for negotiations, those leaders received a formal
request for study participation. A survey seeking individual union and negotiation
experience was sent to willing participants, followed by the semi-structured interview.
The data presented in this study were derived from the semi-structured interviews
with the faculty union lead negotiators of five northeastern Illinois suburban and urban
community colleges. Anonymity of the lead negotiators, in addition to the college at
which they were employed, was assured to allow the participants to provide frank and
forthright commentary, as well as to protect the identity of secondary personnel named
during the interview process.
Participant Profiles
The five case study participants are serving, or have served, as lead negotiators of
a faculty union contract negotiation. One participant was in the process of negotiating
his/her first faculty union contract, but had passed the pre-negotiation process. Moreover,
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all lead negotiators have served or are serving currently as faculty union presidents at
their community college. The participants also possessed a long history of union
leadership prior to assuming a position with the responsibility of coordinating and leading
a contract negotiation. Having headed his or her respective union and serving as lead
negotiator, each participant carried the experience and knowledge necessary to describe
the specific details associated with guiding a negotiation team and union constituents
through the process of preparing for collective bargaining.
Each participant was assigned a pseudonym to protect confidentiality. Table 1
lists the pseudonyms assigned to each participant, the descriptive location of each of the
community colleges represented, and the union with which each college is affiliated. In
addition to serving their respective unions, each participant was an employed faculty
member at the college he or she represented.
Table 1
Participant Pseudonyms and Union Affiliation
Participants
Lead Faculty Negotiator 1
Lead Faculty Negotiator 2
Lead Faculty Negotiator 3
Lead Faculty Negotiator 4
Lead Faculty Negotiator 5

Pseudonyms
LFN 1
LFN 2
LFN 3
LFN 4
LFN 5

College Descriptor
Suburban
Suburban
Suburban
Suburban
Urban

Union
Affiliate
AFT/IFT
NEA
AFT/IFT
AFT/IFT
AFT/IFT

A demographic questionnaire was mailed to study participants in advance of
scheduled interviews, requesting information regarding their current union position; their
current position at the college; length of time in their current union position; previous
union positions and duration of each; union responsibilities; and role at the last contract
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negotiation. The role at the last contract negotiation is important, especially for LFN 2
and LFN 3. Currently, LFN 2 serves in no union leadership role but was the lead
negotiator for the last contract negotiated. LFN 3 was not the lead negotiator at the last
contract negotiation, but is currently serving in that role for the upcoming negotiation. A
summary of this data is provided in Table 2.
Table 2

Participant Demographic Data
Current Union Position
and Previous Positions Held

Duration
Served

1: Lead Faculty Negotiator
President
Vice President

3 yrs
4 yrs

2: Lead Faculty Negotiator
Union Member
President
Regional Representative
Senator
3: Lead Faculty Negotiator
President
Vice President

4: Lead Faculty Negotiator
President
Delegate, CCCTU
Grievance Chair

5: Lead Faculty Negotiator
President
Union VP

Role at Last
Contract
Negotiation
Member of
negotiation team

Negotiations, grievances, contract
interpretation, regular meetings with
administration, speak at Board
meetings

Chief negotiator

Faculty Association Member; no
official duties

Member of
negotiation team

Schedule monthly Executive
Council meetings, create agenda and
conduct meetings, meet bimonthly
with college VP of Educational
Affairs, handle grievances, meet
with college president each semester

Chief negotiator

Conduct monthly faculty meetings,
meet regularly with college president
and VPs, participate in CCCTU
Executive Board

Chief negotiator

Committee appointments, negotiate
issues for faculty, impact bargaining,
represent faculty at discipline
hearings, monthly meetings

< 1 yr
10 yrs
1 yr
6 yrs

5½ yrs
2 yrs

3 yrs 8
mos.
18 yrs
10 yrs

2 yrs
2 yrs

Current Union-Related
Responsibilities
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Each of the five participants for this study is employed by mid-size community
colleges in northern Illinois. Further, each of the five lead negotiators interviewed
represented colleges that have participated in collective bargaining for more than 30
years. Table 3 compares the bargaining strategies implemented at the five community
colleges represented in the case studies of the five lead negotiators. The two
representative bargaining strategies included interest-based bargaining and distributive
bargaining. In interest-based bargaining, communication between the faculty union and
the administration typically is ongoing, over the life of the contract, producing continuous
negotiations. Ideally, solutions that address the mutual needs of both the faculty union
and the administration are sought. In such a process, neither side officially loses
anything. Distributive bargaining techniques involve passing issues back and forth across
the negotiation table, with the administrative team and the faculty union team each trying
to earn agreements for compliance for the issues brought forth only during the open
negotiation period; they are not continuous. Although some ―give and take‖ does occur
between issues, in many instances, distributive bargaining outcomes produce a win for
one side of the negotiation and a loss for the other side. There are variations of these
strategies, which may include a hybrid version of interest-based and distributive
bargaining, and among the five colleges, several bargaining strategies were revealed.
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Table 3
Comparative Bargaining Strategies
Community College
College 1 (Site of Lead Faculty
Negotiator 1)

Bargaining Strategy
Interest-Based

Outcome
Win-Win
Continuous Negotiations

College 2 (Site of Lead Faculty
Negotiator 2)

Interest-Based

Win-Win
Negotiations Not Continuous

College 3 (Site of Lead Faculty
Negotiator 3)

Interest-Based

Win-Win
Continuous Negotiations

College 4 (Site of Lead Faculty
Negotiator 4)

Distributive

Win-Lose
Negotiations Not Continuous

College 5 (Site of Lead Faculty
Negotiator 5)

Interest-Based

Win-Win
Negotiations Not Continuous

Lead Faculty Negotiator 1 (LFN 1)
LFN 1 is employed at a suburban public community college, College 1, enrolling
over 35,000 students in credit and noncredit courses that are taught by over 750 full time
and adjunct faculty members, represented independently as two separate bargaining units.
This college has a 40 year history of faculty participation in collective bargaining. LFN 1
serves the college as a professor, and for three years, has also served as president of the
local faculty union association. The faculty union participates in interest-based
bargaining, a strategy aimed at finding solutions to issues which both sides have
identified as mutual interests. To achieve this goal, the faculty union lead negotiator and
the lead negotiators for the administration participate in monthly meetings to work
towards mutually beneficial solutions for new or continuing issues for both sides
throughout the duration of the contract.
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Lead Faculty Negotiator 2 (LFN 2)
LFN 2 is a professor at a suburban public community college, College 2, with
46,000 credit and non-credit students enrolled and taught by approximately 700 full time
and adjunct faculty members, represented independently as two separate bargaining units.
This community college has participated in collective bargaining for approximately 30
years. LFN 2 served as faculty union president for ten years before stepping aside, and
currently does not serve the union in any official capacity, however, during the ten years
having served as president, LFN 2 led three contract negotiations. The faculty union
employs interest-based bargaining, although unlike the interest based strategy used by
LFN 2, this union did not negotiate between contracts, which meant that contract
negotiations were not ongoing and instead were restricted to the formal negotiation
period.
Lead Faculty Negotiator 3 (LFN 3)
LFN 3 is a professor and current faculty union president at a suburban community
college with over 18,000 students enrolled in credit programs at the college. Over 900
full time and part time faculty are employed by the college, with over 200 represented by
the full time collective bargaining unit for faculty. With a 37 year history of collective
bargaining, the faculty union has adopted a less-formalized version of interest-based
bargaining, including what LFN 3 described as ―more sidebars and backroom
negotiations occurring.‖ Similar to College 1, this community college does continue to
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work on issues between the formal contract negotiations, although monetary issues wait
until the formal negotiations have begun.
Lead Faculty Negotiator 4 (LFN 4)
LFN 4 is a professor at suburban community college with more than 700 full time
and adjunct faculty, enrolling over 45,000 credit and non-credit students annually. This
college has a 38 year collective bargaining history, using a form of distributive
bargaining for its entire duration. Distributive bargaining, sometimes referred to as WinLose bargaining, does not approach the negotiation process with a give-and-take
mentality, instead, those issues that are most important to the union, philosophically, have
no middle ground. No mid-contract discussions or negotiations occur and a ratified
contract is not opened prior to formal negotiations.
Lead Faculty Negotiator 5 (LFN 5)
LFN 5 represents a faculty association with over 40 years as part of a collective
bargaining unit currently representing over 130 full time faculty. LFN 5 is a professor at
an urban community college enrolling over 17,000 students per semester. This faculty
association uses an interest-based bargaining strategy, but the contract negotiations limit
the number of issues open to negotiation. Prior to contract negotiations, that specific
number is decided upon, and held firm throughout the negotiation period.
Case Findings Related to Research Questions
Data presented summarize participant responses and perspectives as they related
to the study‘s four guided questions. A restatement of each guided question is followed
by a summary of responses from each of the lead faculty negotiators within the study.
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LFN 1 is employed by College 1, LFN 2 is employed by College 2, and so forth as a
means to describe both the individual interviewee, as well as the situational context of the
college and faculty which they represent.
Research Question 1: What data gathering steps are taken to prepare for contract
negotiations?
Surveys and focus groups were the primary data gathering tools used by each of
the LFNs and their teams. The major priority was to find a strategy to communicate
effectively with faculty and gather feedback in an efficient and timely manner. How and
when the surveys were administered, as well as who is responsible for gathering and
summarizing this data varied by college. A summary of this information is presented in
Table 4, followed by specific information related to each college.
Table 4
Union Negotiation Data Gathering Preparation
Community College
College 1

When Data
Gathering Begins
One Year, Minimum

Form of Data
Gathering
Surveys
Focus Groups
Meetings

Responsibility for Data
Gathering
Executive Union Board
Members

College 2

One Year

Surveys
Focus Groups

Volunteer from Team

College 3

One Year

Surveys
Electronic Mail

Assigned to One
Member of Negotiation
Team

College 4

Eight Months

Informal Surveys

College 5

Eight to Nine Months

Needs-Based Surveys

Entire Negotiation Team
Entire Negotiation Team

Lead faculty negotiator 1 (LFN 1). The seven member negotiation team from
College 1 begins preparations for upcoming negotiations a minimum of one year in
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advance. Data gathering tools from College 1 have included both hand-written and
electronic surveys, focus groups and face-to-face meetings of the union constituency to
discuss the approaching negotiations. Faculty may also have a verbal discussion
regarding a particular issue or concern, but they are encouraged to communicate the
matter using a survey or attending a focus group to ensure that the issue has been
documented for later discussion. Ultimately, the negotiation team wants to know exactly
what is most important to the faculty, as described by LFN 1:
What we have done historically is have a list of questions for the faculty to
prioritize what they feel are the issues that we need to be most concerned about in
the negotiations or that they want us to emphasize, whatever that might be.
Departmental representatives are often used to gather feedback, especially when
feedback from a specific department or area is limited. These departmental
representatives are recruited by the faculty union after a number of sub-committees are
created and headed by individual executive board members. Volunteers from the full time
faculty help in the information gathering process, such as serving as departmental
representatives. The executive board member in charge of each sub-committee collects
the information from the representatives for distribution to the negotiation team.
Lead faculty negotiator 2 (LFN 2). The negotiation team at College 2 consists
of 10-15 members, five of whom are union officers who have the right of refusal to
participate as a team member, while the remaining members are union members who are
not officers. In the most recent contract negotiation, surveys via electronic mail were the
data gathering tool of preference, although in previous negotiations, paper surveys
distributed to faculty have been used. Focus groups in which faculty groups, divided by
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length of time served were conducted to provide newer faculty an opportunity to voice
concerns. Data gathering occurs one year in advance of the negotiations. A volunteer,
typically someone from the negotiation team collates the collected data and forwards it
first to the lead faculty negotiator. LFN 2 compiles the data, taking direct notice of items
which were either repeated or were strongly emphasized from one person. This list was
brought to the negotiation team for discussion.
Lead faculty negotiator 3 (LFN 3). LFN 3 is the chief negotiator for a five to
six member team. The negotiation team begins preparation for negotiations roughly one
year in advance, though it has been less than that in some previous contract negotiations.
One individual from the faculty negotiation team is assigned the task of putting together
an electronic survey emphasizing faculty opinions on a series of pre-determined faculty
issues, established by the negotiation team. In this most recent data gathering process,
the negotiation team from College 3 assigned sections of the contract to different people
and asked them to put together questions stemming from their assigned section.
Furthermore, emails sent to LFN 3 regarding contract issues are gathered and reviewed.
Focus groups may also occur, if more detailed information is needed than is gathered by
the surveys. Ultimately, a team member will have the responsibility of taking the raw
data from the surveys and focus groups (if conducted), and distill the information into a
report. This individual makes recommendations as to where the negotiation team might
proceed, based on some early interpretation of the collected response data from the
surveys and focus groups, and presents those interpretations to the negotiation team.

84

Lead faculty negotiator 4 (LFN 4). The negotiation team for College 4,
consisting of the faculty union president and six additional members, approached its data
gathering with the intention of opening very limited negotiations with the administration.
This goal has shaped their data gathering process in their most recent contract
negotiation. Data gathering included an informal survey by college division. The entire
negotiation team shared the responsibility of gathering data, as each team member
represented a different area of the college. Moreover, each team member chooses how
they want to gather that data, whether through email surveys, focus groups, personal
communication or otherwise, as there is no one formal tool used by all each of the teams.
The negotiation team is elected approximately eight months prior to the contract
expiration date. Preparations for the negotiation, including data gathering, begin
approximately six months prior to the contract expiration, however, LFN 4 quickly
pointed out that ―unofficially, as the lead negotiator, you never stop. One contract you
sign in ink and immediately you start [another].‖
Lead faculty negotiator 5 (LFN 5). There is no standardized data gathering
protocol used by College 5. Five to six individuals make up the negotiation team and the
protocol is then established by one of the two negotiation team vice-presidents. Although
the protocol is not standardized, LFN 5 acknowledged that it usually takes the form of a
needs-based survey. The entire team shared in the responsibility of encouraging faculty
participation to get the data gathered.
Preparations for negotiations, including data gathering begin eight to nine months
prior to the contract expiration date. However, the faculty union negotiation team at
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College 5 began less than three months prior to contract expiration at the last negotiation.
The negotiation team utilizes the data gathering time period to ‗pre-educate‘ its faculty.
This entails meeting with the entire union and explaining the process and form the
negotiation will take at College 5, and that the union would engage in limited
negotiations and follow agreed upon guidelines determined by the union team and the
administration. Therefore, the entire contract is not opened, and an agreed upon number
of items is decided upon well in advance of the negotiation.
Research Question 2: How is additional pre-negotiation information obtained and
validated?
Responses to the second guiding question identified additional sources, in
addition to faculty input, used by a faculty union negotiation team as it gathered
information in preparation for a contract negotiation. Documents such as other faculty
union contracts and individuals such as union affiliate representatives and union leaders
from surrounding colleges represented the most commonly sought sources to obtain and
verify information related to in-house contract issues.
This information is summarized in Table 5. Each lead faculty negotiator cited the
importance of conducting additional research beyond internal research, such as
questioning faculty with regard to what they see as needing change in the contract.
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Table 5
Sources Used by Union Leaders to Obtain Additional Information
Lead Negotiator

Sources

Completed Before or After Data
Gathering

Depends on Union
Affiliated Representative

LFN 1

ICCB

After

Yes

Peer
Groups
LFN 2

Other
Contracts

Before

No

LFN 3

Other
Contracts

Before

Yes

LFN 4

Local
Unions

Before

Yes

LFN 5

Local
Unions

Before

Yes

Lead faculty negotiator 1 (LFN 1). The negotiation team led by LFN 1 placed a
high degree of importance in the data collected from faculty surveys, focus groups and
union meetings. This lead negotiator, once the data has been collected and categorized
by the executive committees formed to collect the data, meets with all union members for
a general meeting. The purpose of the meeting is to identify where the team should go
next with the collected data:
What do you want us to do with these things? How important is this issue to you?
Is it just something you would like us to look at or is it something that you
absolutely feel you must have? We try to get that kind of information as much as
possible.
The negotiation team must then research the issues identified as important from
the data gathered. The sources used to validate and further explore the identified issues
included the Illinois Community College Board (ICCB) as they identify the peer groups
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of College 1. Team members have contacted the leaders of these peer groups for
information, as well as colleges who share similar features as College 1 in terms of
student population and geography. Further, as a negotiating team, ―we are researching
various aspects of our own contract, looking at things we would like to improve.‖ The
existing contract is reviewed in detail by the team. ―We‘ll look at the entire contract;
every section of the contract is addressed at some point in the negotiation. We go through
it bit by bit.‖
Lead faculty negotiator 2 (LFN 2). In contrast to College 1, the negotiating
team overseen by LFN 2 approached the research phase of the pre-negotiation process
ahead of the data gathering phase. Data gathering was not the preliminary step; instead
the negotiation team, specifically LFN 2, conducted climate research in advance. If
―everyone said they wanted a ten percent raise, and we knew we weren‘t going to get
above a five, that stuff was important to know‖, explained LFN 2. Once the climate
research had been conducted, this helped shape the questions posed to faculty on the
surveys and within the focus groups.
LFN 2 described a situation in which money might be really tight, and in that
case, the questions on the surveys were formatted to address working conditions.
Conversely, several contracts prior, when the union knew the timing was good to
negotiate for more money, the team felt it might be better to focus on salary, according to
LFN 2, ―and not ask for too much other stuff‖. Regardless of the results which stemmed
from the climate research, data gathering would never be bypassed simply because
faculty wanted to be given the opportunity to voice their opinion, according to LFN 2.
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Additional research conducted by the negotiation team commonly takes the form
of reviewing other contracts and contacting other colleges for advice when needed,
―Typically, when we think we are going to lose something, that research has to happen.‖
Although several other lead faculty negotiators cited the importance of their union
affiliation, LFN 2 confessed that they found their union affiliation, the Illinois Education
Association (IEA), to be a very weak link ―IEA didn‘t do anything for us. They collected
some data for us. They would be at our team meetings to give advice, but they didn‘t sit
at the table except at the last negotiation.‖ The reasoning cited by LFN 2 for why she
thought this was so, was that ―their focus seems to be on K-12.‖
Lead faculty negotiator 3. The negotiation team at College 3 also conducted
preliminary research prior to distributing surveys and conducting focus groups.
However, unlike College 2, in which the climate research shapes how and what they ask
of faculty in the data gathering process, LFN 3 emphasized the importance of finding out
what the faculty wanted the union members to do for them. LFN 3 placed high
importance on faculty opinions, because ―that‘s primarily what is driving the whole
thing.‖ Once the data has been compiled and the team gets some indications on what the
faculty want from the upcoming negotiation, the team may go back to the faculty after
some additional research has been conducted, ―we‘ll discuss it and might look for
additional interpretations and send out additional survey questions or, based on the
discussions, might send out other options [to the faculty]‖.
Contracts collected from other colleges and the union field representative served
as the primary tools for validating issues brought forth from faculty surveys. In fact, the
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union representative has been in place for the past two contracts, so their familiarity with
the school and the surrounding areas made them a valuable asset to the union. Although
LFN 3 acknowledged that they have consulted with other colleges for information on
contract language, this is not a common occurrence for the union team of College 3.
Lead faculty negotiator 4. Approximately six months prior to the expiration of
the current faculty contract, the elected negotiation team meets to discuss the strategy for
the upcoming contract negotiation. The negotiation team at College 4 agreed to open
only limited negotiations. Therefore, any additional information obtained or validated is
related only to those items the team has agreed to address in the contract. Information, if
needed, is sought from a union ‗umbrella organization‘ of College 4. The various chairs
of this union would be specifically contacted, depending on the question. If a question
regarding a grievance arose, the grievance chair of the local union would be contacted for
their opinion, similarly, if the question is a related to policy, the opinion of the legislative
chair would be sought.
Other community colleges may also be contacted specific to the issue, for
example, LFN 4 explained ―even though we are a year away from negotiating, I have
already talked to the president of [local college faculty union] because they got a virtual
office hour and that would be something we would like to add.‖ More often, information
is gathered than will actually be used, because having this additional information from
other schools puts the union in a stronger position at the bargaining table, as explained by
LFN 4:
We have lots of stuff in our back pocket and we don‘t necessarily bring it to the
table. It‘s back there and it‘s something we can put out there to trade. So if they‘re
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taking something away, and we want something else, all those kinds of things. We
reach into the back pocket and say, ―you want this, then how about this new
thing.‖
LFN 4 and the negotiation team have also contacted non-educational organizations for
data. When the union was trying to broaden the scope of their bereavement leave to
include gay and lesbian faculty, they sought information from a local organization
―because they had far more data about employers who offer those kinds of benefits to gay
and lesbian employees.‖
Lead faculty negotiator 5. The lead negotiator and the negotiation team at
College 5 also limit contract negotiations to an agreed upon number of items, an
agreement made by both the union and administrative team prior to the start of the
negotiation. While this may save time and effort for both sides negotiating a new
contract, ―it‘s limiting risk because if you open the whole contract, a lot of bad things can
happen,‖ warned LFN 5. Therefore, similar to College 4, the information gathered from
faculty is shaped around the issues up for negotiation. Additional information is obtained
and validated for this union team by their local union affiliate organization. Labor
attorney‘s and contract lawyers are available to answer questions as they arise.
More informally, the union officers talk with other leaders from colleges within
the same union local. ―We meet monthly and there is a tremendous amount of dialogue
and exchange. Not only do we exchange information, but we will help each other when
necessary.‖ LFN 5 explains that this type of camaraderie and familiarity with the
activities occurring among local colleges makes it easier to know what issues are out
there along with potential problems on the horizon.
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Research Question 3: What decision-making process(es) is/are employed by union
leaders to identify (prioritize) faculty union issues to be taken to the bargaining
table?
Once data have been gathered from faculty and additional information is obtained and
validated from additional sources (such as union leaders from nearby schools and other
union contracts), the negotiation team is left with the task of prioritizing the list of issues
for negotiation. A summary of this information is presented in Table 6, followed by
specific information related to each college.
Table 6
Prioritization of Issues
Lead Negotiator

Responsibility
For Decision

Opens Entire Contract

Considers Administrative
Priorities

LFN 1

Executive
Board

Yes

Yes

LFN 2

Negotiation
Team

No

Yes

LFN 3

Negotiation
Team

No

Yes

LFN 4

Negotiation
Team

No

No

LFN 5

Negotiation
Team

No

Negotiates With Admin.
On Items to be Opened

Lead faculty negotiator 1. After data have been gathered, a meeting for all
union members is called. The purpose of this meeting was described by LFN 1:
We will tell them that these are the issues we have identified and these are the
issues we are going to emphasize in negotiations. I say that with one caveat. We
don‘t walk into those meetings and say this is exactly how we‘re going to
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approach this. We say, after looking at the surveys and conducting our focus
groups, and after doing our research, these are some key areas that we have
identified that we need to address and we‘ll prioritize them in some way.
LFN 1 also recognized the ‗fluid nature‘ of negotiations, suggesting that the team might
be headed in one direction based on preliminary analysis, but recognized that there is a
need to be flexible, a key component of interest-based bargaining which attempts to find
mutually agreeable solutions to issues and concerns.
Essentially, College 1 relied on the executive board members to identify which
issues would be taken to the bargaining table. LFN 1 recognized the importance of the
negotiation team in generating a formal list, ―Ultimately, it is our job, as the executive
board, to analyze responses and to look at what has been brought to us. We do have the
most intimate knowledge of the contract.‖ Still, the team recognized that certain issues
will naturally assume a higher priority. Economic issues, such as salary, benefits and
class load will always receive high priority. Departmental chair selection and retirement
benefits also received high priority. Other issues, which initially held priority for the
team, may be worked out prior to negotiations, ―we talk about them but by the time we
get to the negotiation, we actually solve a lot of these problems before we get into
negotiations. We solve them as we go.‖ The more contentious issues tend to be
addressed at the end of the bargaining process, according to LFN 1, after momentum has
been built and trust between the teams has been established.
With the interest-based bargaining strategy used by College 1, informal
negotiations are on-going. College 1 addresses every aspect of the contract at some point
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during the negotiation process, therefore, refining language in the contract also assumes a
high priority:
There might be something that is just too vague in the contract and we‘re
interpreting one way and they‘re interpreting it another way. A lot of time you
[put] into the contract is revising language to clarify, so that we both leave the
room understanding what this language means. A big part of the process is simply
getting the language right.
LFN 1 clarified that any portion of the contract can be opened for bargaining during the
negotiation, but added that holds true only ―as long as it is brought up in the spirit of the
process‖ of interest-based negotiations, which relies on solutions to problems that satisfy
both teams. Similarly, priorities for negotiation are tied to the bargaining strategy, which
has been interest-based bargaining at College 1 for the past three contract negotiations.
LFN 1 explained that priorities are determined in a different way when the union team
has an ongoing relationship with the administrative team to find solutions that will work
for everyone, ―We try to go in understanding that these are all issues and we want to find
out what do you think about this. What do you want us to do with these things?‖ With
distributive bargaining approaches, where the interests of the administrative team are not
considered, the priorities may never consider how the outcome of the process will be
affected if the administrative team strongly opposes the union request. The nature of
interest-based bargaining considers the impact to both teams.
Lead faculty negotiator 2. LFN 2 accepted the responsibility of gathering and
organizing the information for the negotiation team to discuss and eventually assign
priority to the issues. While the list of items to be negotiated changes with every
contract, LFN 2 clarified that ―salary is always first.‖ Other issues were brought to the
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team for discussion. While repetition of any given issue from faculty surveys gets
noticed and discussed by the team, LFN 2 pointed out that a different approach was taken
when evaluating faculty feedback:
Prior to me being president, the focus of the union was to help as many people as
possible. If you were a member of a large department, your needs were met. If
you were a single person department, you were not. I wanted that to change. I
wanted to make sure that we looked at not only how many people had problems
but how serious that problem was.
After the list of issues is presented to the negotiation team, a discussion on what might be
missing from the list begins. Identifying issues and assigning priority to the issues may
not take place initially, as it is difficult early in the process to know what should take
priority and what should not based on the administrative needs and priorities:
Sometimes we don‘t prioritize them right at the beginning, because we don‘t
necessarily have a sense of what might be easy to get and what might not be easy
to get. Why take something off the list when we know they will say yes?
A priority for the team at College 2, similar to other colleges, is contract language.
Vague contract language, explained LFN 2, leads to grievances and this language should
be clarified at the next negotiation:
We would know in the course of a contract everything in which language was a
problem. Grievances came up. Potential grievances. Those were always high on
my priority list. I didn‘t want to grieve something in one contract and not have it
clarified for the next one.
Lead faculty negotiator 3. The negotiation team of College 3 began to identify
issues for priority both right before negotiations began, but also during the negotiation
process. During negotiations, the negotiation team would meet jointly with the
administration as part of the negotiation; however, the team would also meet weekly to
discuss strategy, and during these strategy sessions, priorities were discussed.
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The approach taken by the administrative team greatly influenced which issues
would be subject to negotiation, explained LFN 3. ―It‘s going to depend on how the
administration goes about it. Some issues they are definitely opposed to and we‘ll drop in
order to get something.‖ Yet, some issues will always be high priority during
negotiations, according to LFN 3:
We‘ll probably do something on payroll so we can have the union dues taken out.
Certainly pay. Maybe release time for officers. Always the compensation for cocurricular activities. The department chair issues, fringe benefits and the travel
money. I‘d say seven or eight issues is about typical. Maybe ten at the most.
The entire contract is not open for negotiation at College 3. Instead, at the beginning of
negotiations, both teams discuss which articles of the contract should be opened and
which areas will remain closed. The negotiation team uses the faculty feedback to decide
which of the contract articles they want opened. Occasionally, an issue may be on the list
of items that faculty want negotiated but strong opposition by the administration to
addressing that issue may keep that issue closed. LFN 3 described one example of this,
―office hours are touchy for the administration. We may bring it up, but we know we
won‘t go very far with it.‖
Ultimately, the entire negotiation team makes the decisions with regard to priority
of issues for negotiation. Weighing the importance of various issues to the faculty and
potentially questioning them further to determine how strongly they feel about particular
issues, guides the negotiation team in the bargaining process. Using faculty input to drive
the direction of identifying issues for negotiation is most important for this team to
proceed, explained LFN 3. ―It is essential for us to know what people want and what
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people see as strengths in the contract and weaknesses and [on] what issues they feel we
need to spend most of our energy.‖
Lead faculty negotiator 4. The negotiation team for College 4 relied on team
agreement to identify which issues the team brings to the negotiation table. Each team
member represents a different area of the college and promotes different needs and
priorities to the team for discussion. While the data gathering serves as a ‗jumping-off
point‘ for the team to get ideas for the direction of the negotiation, team members
generate a list of issues that they want to see opened in the contract. The team will meet
and bring their lists of issues for discussion. LFN 4 explained how the issues are
presented and given priority within the team:
We all make a list of things we should look at in terms of opening the contract up.
Then I ask each person to prioritize it and then we collated it. Everybody‘s
number one is this. Some people have this as two and some have that as two and
then we rank them to see to see where the consensus is . . . . What are the most
important and least important topics we want to cover?
Information gathered from faculty plays a ―fairly important‖ role for LFN 4 and the union
team. For the negotiation team, faculty surveys were most important in evaluating the
needs and concerns with regard to issues such as promotions and lane changes, as faculty
rank and its associated titles, such as associate professor or professor, were important to
faculty. The faculty surveys were less informative with regard to salary and benefits, as
respondents claimed they wanted more of each, but little explanation of how to get more
was offered. The team expects and assumes that faculty will want more salary and better
benefits, but other areas of concern to faculty also interest the team members.
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How the faculty opinions are solicited, by carefully worded informal surveys, is
important to setting priorities for the negotiation. LFN 4 admitted that:
You‘re very careful about the questions you want to ask because sometimes you
don‘t want those answers. So sometimes we direct the questions rather than
leaving it open-ended or leaving it to go in a direction that we‘re not prepared to
pursue. That may seem very non-democratic, but we‘ve been there, done that and
no one is happy anyway, so we‘re leaving it where it is. We are careful about the
questions we send out for faculty input.
LFN 4 described how faculty consistently disagreed on when spring break should fall,
and asked the union to address it at every contract negotiation. Each time it was changed,
another group wanted a different date, leaving some faculty unhappy with every change.
Eventually, the union learned not to solicit faculty opinion for that issue any longer.
Faculty members unhappy with the dates still address LFN 4, asking for it to be changed.
The response of LFN 4 is then to educate them about the history of the issue, hoping they
will understand that it‘s a no-win situation for the negotiation team, ―you give your little
song and dance about our priorities, which is to give good benefits to every faculty
member and we lessen our influence when we spend time on minor issues like spring
break.‖
The negotiation team, using faculty feedback, makes judgments for which issues
should receive priority during the contract negotiation. The issues chosen by the
negotiation team are intended to represent the faculty as a whole. Faculty opinions on
any given issue should be directed to the representative elected to advocate for their
needs, but the team itself, eventually has the final say on which issues will be brought to
the contract negotiation.
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Lead faculty negotiator 5. The lead faculty negotiator from College 5 did not
need to work at narrowing the issues brought to the negotiation team. Instead, the
discussion among this team was how to get enough issues to meet the agreed upon
number of five issues each side would meet to negotiate. Finding those five issues,
which, according to LFN 5, was originally seven and negotiated down to five by the
faculty union, became the real work involved in this team‘s negotiation strategy:
We had a problem coming up with more, they [the administration] actually
pushed us as we would have been happy negotiating three issues. Three plus
salary. Salary always goes separate. We both agreed salary and benefits and the
law requires that, even if you just stay the same. They said we have a hundred or
thirty and, of course, we said the same thing and we said, ―Oh yes, we had a
difficult time deciding.‖ But that really wasn‘t the case. People felt strongly
about a few areas and those were benefits. We really have a very nice health
insurance plan and people even acknowledged and accepted that they would pay
more for it. But they didn‘t want to see the benefits reduced.
The negotiation team at College 5, once it had faculty data gathered discussed the
information and came to a consensus on the five issues for negotiation. Union members
do not contribute to this discussion because, similar to College 4, the negotiation team
viewed their elected role as one in which the team works in the best interest of the union
members.
LFN 5 also acknowledged that retirement incentives also ranked high as a faculty
issue, in addition to salary and benefits. Finding a reason as to why it was difficult to
find five issues worthy of negotiation, LFN 5 struggled to find an answer, ―I wish I had a
good reason. Frankly, some people are very self-interested.‖ LFN 5 elaborated that
finding issues has not always been the case among the union members at College 5, as it
―has a lot to do with demographics of the faculty at any particular time.‖ LFN 5 believes
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that when faculty are in the middle age categories, in their forties and fifties, those faculty
are most interested in improving working conditions. Faculty nearing retirement and
younger, newer faculty, are most interested in salary as an issue. LFN 5 also highlighted
faculty chairs and coordinators who were interested in governance issues, ―but they‘re a
relatively small number fighting the fight every day for schedule and class size and all of
those things.‖
Finding the right number and balance of issues was the primary challenge for the
negotiation team of College 5. Beyond the required issues of salary and benefits, few
issues were identified by faculty during the survey process. LFN 5 attributed that to the
demographics of the union members, each having different objectives depending on their
status and long-range goals. LFN 5 concluded that for this college, ―I think it is about
preservation, survival.‖
Research Question 4: Do today’s faculty union leaders incorporate professional
unionism, such as requesting the use of integrative bargaining strategies, into the
pre-negotiation phase of contract negotiations?
Professional unionism, considering the needs of the system such as the students,
in addition to the needs of the employee or faculty member, works in direct opposition to
industrial unionism. Industrial unionism follows strict guiding principles during
collective bargaining, such as recognizing a clear separation of labor and management
with adversarial relations between the two sides and protection of individual interests
(Koppich, 2006). Professional unionism, conversely, blurs the line separating labor and
management, agreeing to partner together and finding common ground to make decisions
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on what is right not only for the bargaining parties, but also the school and its students.
The four community colleges in this study who utilize integrative bargaining interpret
professional unionism differently, with several colleges interpreting professional
unionism to mean negotiating one or more issues which were overtly stated to include
‗student education‘ or ‗student educational quality‘ in the language. Direct language
mentioning students is not necessary for a professional unionist approach to bargaining,
ultimately, each college agreed that by improving faculty working conditions, they are
improving the educational quality for their students.
Lead faculty negotiator 1. The negotiation team at College 1 works diligently
towards finding solutions which are mutually beneficial to both teams in the negotiation.
Moreover, as both teams work to achieve win-win solutions for the mutual interests of
both teams, the union team also incorporates professional unionism by considering the
impact and needs of the students and the college. LFN 1 maintained this position when
stating that,
I can only tell you that virtually everything we talk about in the bargaining
process relates to how to improve instruction. How to improve the delivery of
classes. I don‘t know if I can quantify that but I do know that is a major focus
throughout the negotiations.
College 1 works on the contract continuously. Constant communication between
the administration and the union, through monthly meetings, not only helps address
contract issues as they arise, but the two teams also develop a relationship which makes it
easier to work with one another when the tough issues arise during the ―official‖
negotiation period. LFN 1 described the importance of the ongoing communication:

101

We work with the administration as much as we can to build relationships so that
when we do sit down and negotiate, we aren‘t sitting across the table from people
who we don‘t have a relationship with. We are sitting across the table with people
we have been working with on a daily basis or a weekly basis for the past two or
three or four years.
The toughest issues, those producing some degree of contention among both sides, are
left for the end of the negotiation. When those issues have some connection to classroom
instruction, LFN 1 feels it is their bargaining strategy and a strong desire to emphasize
the quality of student education, which makes it easier in the end to bargain such issues,
―If you can tie our issues to student needs, to the delivery of courses, to community need,
then our argument carries much more weight.‖
Professional unionism, achieving gains for the college community as a whole, is
strongly incorporated into the pre-negotiation process at College 1. On-going
negotiations, an interest in finding mutually beneficial solutions and acknowledging
student and community needs as they negotiate tough issues, requires equal effort in
developing strong, positive relationships between the two teams. LFN 1 sees relationship
building as crucial to allowing this style of negotiation to be successful, ―It‘s to build
relationships. Sometimes we say, ―You know what, you‘re right about that…we‘re wrong
about that.‖ That happens, but that‘s how you build trust.‖
Lead faculty negotiator 2. The negotiation team at College 2 also employs
interest-based bargaining (a strategy in the collective bargaining process which uses a
collaborative approach) when negotiating with the administration, but its role in
navigating the pre-negotiation process has a different impact than is seen at College 1.
No contract negotiations, even informal changes, take place between contracts. Although
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interest-based bargaining, which does not eliminate conflict altogether, might imply a
degree of trust and relationship building as a means to work through difficult contract
issues, a change in leadership at College 2 has interfered with developing the type of
familiarity in negotiation procedure, which would then promote a healthy degree of
professional unionism (a union approach which empowers faculty to promote change and
ensure quality education for its students). While the college president at College 2 had
been in place a number of years, the vice president was new to the school, according to
LFN 2:
The vice president, we got right before the last negotiation, came from [another
community college] and they really, really had bad labor issues. He was one to
really look at language carefully and interpret it in his own way and wanting to
negotiate between contracts to get things ready for the next contract. We hadn‘t
had that before.
Despite problems with the relationship between the administration and the
negotiating team, LFN 2 does believe it strives toward incorporating professional
unionism (when working conditions influence educational quality), ―Our motto was
always that our working conditions were student learning conditions.‖ Shared
governance, for example, was an issue the faculty felt strongly about, wanted more input
into it, and felt that shared governance was tied directly to educational quality, explained
LFN 2. Issues related to shared governance, ―really affected students to some extent,‖
explained LFN 2; issues such as equitable faculty workloads and working conditions, as
well as the calendar and overload for faculty. Each of these, LFN 2 felt, directly would
impact students to greater and lesser degrees.
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The administrative leadership has a definite impact on whether professional
unionism is incorporated into the pre-negotiation phase at College 2, but LFN 2 felt
strongly about professional unionism‘s role in negotiations because the union team could
accomplish more if a connection was made between the issue and student success:
I happen to be very student-centered, but what we did learn early on is anything
we could put under student learning had great credibility. When we talked about a
calendar, we talked about the length of summer school being able to fit in two
summer sessions. We haven‘t been 100 % successful at that, but it would allow
students to take more classes…that lets them progress faster.
Lead faculty negotiator 3. College 3 utilizes interest-based bargaining (a timeintensive, collaborative approach to finding solutions for all parties involved in the
negotiation) and has on-going communication with the administration regarding official
contract issues between contract negotiations, although a change in administrative
leadership during the last contract limited that, somewhat, as new relationships needed
time to develop. LFN 3 does not describe their bargaining strategy as a formalized
version of the process, but does consider it an effective strategy for their college. None
of the issues in their last contract negotiation were related to improving educational
quality for students, directly, as LFN 3 explained that their bargaining ―is more faculty
focused.‖ Indirectly, however, LFN 3 did acknowledge that much of what they have
bargained for improves overall quality. As an example, this union leader cited the
contract provision for travel money for faculty to gain knowledge and experience in their
field as an indirect means by which negotiated issues can benefit more than just the
individual faculty member. Release time for various in-house projects can be viewed
similarly.
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Direct professional unionism (organizing and negotiating for education change),
however, is not an approach this union has taken according to LFN 3. ―We don‘t do
things like negotiate class size for example,‖ which, if College 3 pushed that issue, could
be interpreted to mean that smaller class sizes could potentially promote better student
learning. LFN 3 does admit that some issues, such as right of assignment for faculty
members—the option to choose one‘s own courses—may be negotiable, ―but it‘s not an
issue we have ever gotten into.‖
Lead faculty negotiator 4. As the only college in this case study which does not
use interest-based bargaining (a collaborative, mutually beneficial approach to
negotiations), College 4 uses a formal distributive bargaining strategy (a competitive
negotiation strategy aimed at negotiating the best deal by distributing limited resources).
The contract is open for negotiation only during the recognized negotiation period, the
issues are presented back and forth between the two teams and the big issues, those which
may result in some form of contention and disagreement (each of these are representative
of distributive bargaining techniques) are brought up immediately in negotiation.
According to LFN 4, ―Yes, right from day one. So you just know where we‘re going and
we‘re not going to play and play and waste time.‖
Preparation in the pre-negotiation process is critical to effective distributive
bargaining, and the attempt of the negotiation team at College 4, explained LFN 4, is to
always be more prepared:
It‘s he who comes prepared who runs the table. That‘s why for negotiations, from
a faculty perspective, have been good. It‘s been on blood, sweat and tears in
getting ready. They don‘t always do that. They‘re winging it. They may have one
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or two tiny items that they may bring as a proposal, but mostly they are reacting to
us.
Professional unionism, which may go so far as bargaining for educational change into the
contract, is not the aim of unions who employ distributive bargaining. Rather, the rights
and working conditions of the labor force or the faculty, are the focus of the negotiation.
Admittedly, LFN 4 recognizes that while they have been successful with their bargaining
methods, their sole focus has been to generate any type of gain for the faculty, ―It sounds
really crass but very few [of the negotiated items] were on education and academics,
most of them were benefits.‖ With this approach, the union enters the contract
negotiation with a list of issues and less commitment to compromise:
[T]hey always had this expectation that there was always this give and take. It‘s
like, ―no, we‘re drawing the line here. We don‘t want to change that part of our
contract.‖ It‘s some misunderstanding that this vice president had that [we]
always had to come back and forth to get to the middle. We‘re not offering a
counter. We‘ve been successful so why try something new?
Lead faculty negotiator 5. The bargaining process at College 5 is to open only a
few items of the contract. The number of items to be negotiated is determined during
preliminary negotiations with the administrative team. The preliminary negotiations
occur while the negotiation team is still gathering data and establishing its priority list.
This information will be used to negotiate exactly how many issues the two teams will
open during formal negotiations. These preliminary negotiations are also the time for
both teams to agree to use interest-based bargaining, bargaining for mutually agreeable
solutions among both teams, and set a tentative timeframe for the negotiations.
The outcome of the preliminary negotiations will influence directly which issues
will be negotiated, influence whether professional union strategies, which include
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bargaining for issues not related to working conditions but aimed at improving the system
overall, are incorporated into the negotiation. Faculty feedback will determine the extent
to which professional unionism takes in the contract negotiation. For example, if faculty
cited issues related to improving educational quality, the union would respond in turn by
including those specific issues on its list. Therefore, the role of professional unionism is
determined by faculty response, and not something the union team would decide
independent of faculty input. LFN 5 elaborated on this point:
The president of the faculty association can‘t determine what‘s most important.
I‘m a fairly senior member of the faculty and, to be perfectly honest with you,
money isn‘t as important to me at this stage in the game. I make a lot of money. I
make a good salary; I‘m a six figure earner. It‘s easier for me to say, ―Oh, I would
rather talk about other issues that have to do with shared governance, for example,
than money." But, if you were a junior faculty member making $42,000 a year
and you would like to buy a house, well, money is really important to you. So we
need to look at the issues.
LFN 5 agreed that the issues that make the negotiation list come from faculty feedback
and the negotiation team does not modify or manipulate the information in an effort to
bring up issues that are more meaningful to the team or the college. In fact, according to
LFN 5, during the last contract negotiation, the few issues which could be viewed as a
professional union strategy came from the administrative team, but were viewed as
acceptable by the union team members:
Some of them [the issues] were definitely parallels, for example, office hours. The
motivation, the alleged motivation or the stated motivation from their side was
improving and increasing student service. But, at the very same time, that is a
working condition. So, I have to be honest with you. I didn‘t find it all that
distasteful of an increase because it was directly related to students. They were
asking for a very direct, be available to your students. It wasn‘t distasteful to me.
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Case Findings by Theme
Four themes which emerged from the data included (a) team formation, (b)
experience of the lead negotiator, (c) effective pre-negotiation, and (d) relationships. As
an emergent theme, team formation is an important element for eventual outcome of the
contract negotiation. Experience of the lead negotiator shapes the approach the team
takes as they prepare for the contract negotiation. Effective pre-negotiation of the
process highlight the lessons learned by lead negotiators and what information has been
gained to improve the process for the next negotiation. Finally, relationships formed both
within the union and between negotiating teams at the onset of negotiations can have
important ramifications on the outcome of the negotiation.
Emergent Theme 1: Team Formation
The number of individuals making up a negotiation team, the process of how
team members are chosen, and the responsibilities assigned to team members all
influence the pre-negotiation process. Team formation is college-specific and, typically,
outlined in the union by-laws. Each lead faculty negotiator emphasized the need for
balanced representation when putting together his or her team, trying to remain inclusive
of the entire union constituency while still maintaining a broad set of skills and
knowledge in the pre-negotiation process. Table 5 provides an overview of the team
composition and size, as well as whether the union includes non-tenured faculty as part of
its negotiation team, a factor that varies among unions and is usually outlined in the union
by-laws.
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Table 7
Comparisons of Union Team Size and Composition
Community College

Team Size

Composition

Inclusion of Non-tenured

College 1

7

4 Executive Officers
3 Elected at Large

Yes

College 2

10-12

5 Union Officers
5-7 Volunteers

No

College 3

5-6

Union President
Officers Who Volunteer

Yes

College 4

7

Faculty Volunteers Chosen by Union
Council

Yes

College 5

5-6

Union President
2 Union Vice Presidents
3 Elected at Large

Yes

Lead faculty negotiator 1. The negotiation team at College 1 includes a total of
seven individuals. The union structure includes four executive officers, the President,
Vice-President, Secretary and Treasurer, which become the first four members of the
negotiation team. These individuals are elected by their colleagues as the union
leadership, and develop the greatest familiarity with the contract and the issues stemming
from it.
The remaining three positions are elected at-large, specifically for the duty of
serving on the negotiation team. Additional faculty members contributed to the data
gathering, but they do not serve as members of the negotiation team. Adjunct faculty are
unionized separately from the full time faculty, so they do not serve as negotiation team
members. Each department in the college, according to LFN 1, has a union
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representative. These representatives are an important component for the team to begin
to identify the issues important to all members, so while these representatives are not
negotiation team members, their role is essential to the pre-negotiation process. ―We have
everything from culinary to technical to adult education to the fine arts and everything in
between. Not that they‘re polar opposites, but they‘re different. None of us profess to
know everything all about the different units.‖ At College 1, the seven-member
negotiation team has the responsibility of gathering the information and negotiating the
interests of the union members, but contributing efforts of the non-team members ensure
that every union member can voice an opinion on the upcoming contract negotiations.
Lead faculty negotiator 2. The negotiation team has typically consisted of ten to
twelve members at College 2, although in the most recent contract negotiation, fifteen
team members participated in the contract negotiation. Concerns of racism and lack of
cultural representation necessitated the addition of more members to the most recent
team. Only tenured faculty members can join the team, so as not to put non-tenured
faculty in the difficult position of negotiating with administration.
Five union officers have the automatic option to serve on the team. The
remaining positions of the negotiation team are filled by faculty who volunteer to
participate, as opposed to an election process. Additionally, some faculty are recruited by
the union officers because of what they may be able to bring the team. Ideally, according
to LFN 2, ―We look for specific skills on the team like, have they worked on the
insurance committee. Have they had experience on a salary team?‖ The competition to
be a member of the team changes with each contract negotiation. Sometimes, union
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members purposely run for an officer position to be guaranteed a team position. Other
times, it is more difficult to find competent faculty to participate, especially if they
possess a desirable skill set, explained LFN 2. ―This time, for example, I really wanted an
accountant and they all refused. They didn‘t want to be in that position. They didn‘t want
to analyze data.‖ Finding the right balance of people to form the team is a difficult task,
as the needs for specific skills as well as striking cross-college representation becomes
challenging. LFN 2 described the characteristics and needs which are considered when
forming a team:
We look for gender diversity. We look for diversity among career and transfer
faculty and across the different divisions. We look for people with particular
skills. We look for people who have insurance experience because that is
typically a difficult area to negotiate because it is complicated. We look for
people who aren‘t afraid to stand up for themselves. Sometimes they are
volunteers and sometimes they are people we have to pick.
When the demographics of the college faculty change, after a wave of retirements, for
example, this can present problems in putting together an effective team, explained LFN
2 ―The first contract that I negotiated was very problematic because it was right after onethird of our faculty retired. We have a new wave coming up now.‖ An additional
problem LFN 2 described, was forming a team when qualified faculty members chose not
to participate. LFN 2 saw this when a large group of faculty were near retirement and did
not feel the need to participate, even in an advisory capacity for the union because they
felt they had done enough and were now done with further responsibilities. Team
formation at College 2 can be variably difficult depending on the circumstances and
demographics underlying the situation at the college when a new contract negotiation
period begins.
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Lead Faculty Negotiator 3. At College 3, five to six members constitute the
negotiation team. According to LFN 3, the union president almost always joins the team,
while the additional union officers may participate or not. The remaining seats come
from volunteers who express interest in participating. LFN 3 explained that when more
individuals want to participate than there are positions available, ―the council selects
from those names after some debate in closed session,‖ at which time the union council
approves their membership. In addition to looking for individuals who represent the
different areas of the college, it is important that the team members have the time and
availability to meet regularly, often weekly for negotiation and strategy sessions. Nontenured faculty can become a negotiation team member, but adjuncts, who are unionized
separate from the full time faculty, cannot.
Similar to the previous schools, finding the right personnel to provide balance to
the team structure, is crucial. Ideally, LFN 3, envisions a negotiation team from both the
teaching and non-teaching faculty, representing all areas of the college and with varying
years of college experience:
We prefer to have a number cruncher, someone who knows Excel pretty well. We
want someone who has experience with some of the odd programs like music,
dance, theater. Those curricular types of activities. We want someone who is not
a teaching faculty, they‘re a librarian and counselor because they have unique
issues. We want representation from the older faculty and the younger faculty, so
someone who has an interest in retirement benefits is on the committee so they‘re
balanced out by younger faculty who are interested in pay increases for the entry
level kinds of faculty. We represent the different divisions, so we have
communication, arts, business, nursing all the different areas.
Lead faculty negotiator 4. College 4 builds a seven member negotiation team.
The team leader is always the union president and the six remaining positions are
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determined through a nomination and election process. However, LFN 4 explained that
only 3 positions are seated through open elections:
Only the first three with the most votes are seated on the team. The next three are
chosen by the faculty association‘s executive committee. That is to make sure
that we have people who can assist us most efficiently in the process. For
example, if there are ten people who decide to run for the negotiating team, right
off the bat the top three vote getters are on the team then, of the remaining seven,
we look to have a business major, a health-science and math major. That way they
have a specialty to help us when we‘re going through negotiations.
The union by-laws outline this procedure and it has been in place for several decades.
The importance of recruiting individuals with a diversity of skills and from many areas of
the college contribute to their data gathering process. Because each team member
represents specific groups within the college, including not-tenured faculty who can
participate, they assume the responsibility for gathering the data on the needs and
concerns from faculty which are related to the upcoming contract negotiation.
One more feature unique to the team formed by College 4 is the first meeting after
the team has been assembled. The negotiation team takes the time to discuss past
practices with new team members, and this also becomes the time when they decide who
will be the lead negotiator, ―The first meeting is going to be bringing up to speed
someone who is very new on the team. Someone who has never served before,‖
explained LFN 4, ―we talk about what our traditions are and how we usually handle those
kinds of things. Also, even though I‘m president, we will discuss among the team
members, the seven of us, who is going to be the lead negotiator.‖ Finally, at this first
meeting a discussion of the importance of being prepared is emphasized by the
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experienced team members. This discussion is necessary, according to LFN 4, if the
union is to make progress from past negotiations.
Lead faculty negotiator 5. Five to six members are assembled for a negotiation
team at College 5. The union president and two union vice presidents, the VP of salary
welfare and the VP for grievances, typically participate on the negotiation team, although
it is not required. Team formation at College 5 is outlined in the union by-laws. After
the first three positions are taken by union officers, the remaining positions are elected
from the faculty after the Executive Committee nominates a slate of potential team
members. The membership may also nominate members for the team. Although nontenured faculty members are specifically excluded from participating on the negotiation
team, the faculty who eventually form the team, according to LFN 5, are ―experienced
faculty who can take the heat at the table. Non-tenured faculty don't meet that criteria.‖
Therefore, the negotiation team is usually composed of experienced, tenured faculty
members who possess an understanding of how the college functions and will solidly
represent their fellow faculty during the intensity of the negotiation.
The emergent theme, team formation, is highly variable between the sample
colleges presented here. The size of the team is not a fixed number, nor is its
composition. As a trend, it appears the union officers do tend to receive higher
consideration for joining the negotiation team, but the remaining team members are
typically elected by and from the faculty. Additionally, when forming a negotiation
team, finding team members with experience related to issues, such as salary and
insurance benefits, is an important factor.
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Emergent Theme 2: Experience of the Lead Negotiator
As the experience of negotiating a faculty union contract grows, lessons in
effective planning, data gathering, preparation and human relations, emerged. The lead
negotiators interviewed in this case study commonly expressed the steep learning curve
that occurs during and after the first negotiation, with additional knowledge gained with
every additional negotiation subsequent to the first.
Lead faculty negotiator 1. After negotiating his first faculty contract at College
1, LFN 1 learned the lessons of using the different individuals among the team members
who have the most knowledge on particular issues to the benefit of the team. For
example, LFN 1 acknowledged:
There will be some people more informed on some issues more than others, even
with our group there will be people more informed in a retirement area than they
would be in the load area. We will go in having a broad understanding of all of
our issues and for the most part they do too, which is good, because then we can
have an intelligent conversation about these things.
True teamwork is essential to bringing together all of the information, obtaining and
validating the information, and ensuring that all team members are prepared with the
background information needed to intelligently and accurately reflect the position of the
faculty union. Although LFN 1 recognized that he was the leader of the process, the
work of the team was what made the negotiation successful, ―While I‘m president and
while I do run the meetings, and I guess I have the loudest voice, in the negotiation, we‘re
all equal.‖
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LFN 1 also recognized the need for the administrative team to be equally prepared
and informed of the issues prior to the negotiation. In interest-based bargaining, nobody
benefits when one side is not prepared and ready to negotiate, LFN 1 explained:
Our goal is always to be as prepared as we can be and hope that they do the same.
If they do the same, then we can have a good conversation and we can come up
with some good solutions. If they don‘t, then it might take a little longer. Some of
them might say, ―Would it be better if we went in more prepared than they are?‖
Well, I can tell you, that is always our goal.
Previous to the current role as union vice president, LFN 1 was able to learn many of
these lessons, with regard to being prepared, doing the necessary homework to learn
about the issues and also letting the people who are skilled in specific areas contribute
what they know to make the negotiation easier for all.
Lead faculty negotiator 2. Of the individuals interviewed for this study, LFN 2
had served as a lead negotiator longer than any other. Although this former union leader
has stepped down as a union officer for the upcoming contract negotiation at College 2,
the experience gained as lead negotiator through three contract negotiations not only
provided LFN2 with the insight and experience needed to negotiate the best contract for
the union members, but it also garnered the trust of the negotiation team and the faculty,
as a whole.
Faculty, according to LFN 2, would look to this leader to lead them toward a
particular decision, using instincts and experience as a guide. This degree of trust
provided the support LFN 2 needed to approach a negotiation with the confidence that the
team and faculty would follow the lead set by LFN 2, ―The majority was really
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supportive of what the team would do and what I would do.‖ In fact, faculty would often
look to LFN 2 to tell them how to vote.
This negotiator, with the necessary experience, was also important in the
relationships formed with the administrative team. The college president has been in
place for several decades and having some degree of consistency in the union leadership
allowed for more negotiation to take place. Preparedness, similar to LFN 1, is essential to
negotiating a good contract. LFN 2 began the first negotiation expecting all team
members to be prepared:
Well, the first time, I was really neurotic about it because I felt I was responsible
for the negotiations. It was my job to make sure it that the team that went into
negotiations was as prepared as possible because I wasn‘t actually sitting at the
table. So I felt if they had problems, that was my fault. I put my thoughts on the
job in making sure everything got covered. They were all educated in what they
needed to do.
While preparedness for LFN 2 didn‘t take experience, there was a realization that in a
negotiation, anything the union can accomplish, no matter how big or small, the union
should seize that opportunity, ―we don‘t necessarily have a sense of what might be easy
to get and what might not be easy to get. Why take something off the list when we know
they will say yes?‖ This insight came from experience in learning how to read the
administrative team and what they would be willing to offer the union.
The last contract negotiation for LFN 2 was a difficult one, and she attributed her
experience as a factor in getting the contract ratified, ―In the last contract, it was a
nightmare. I had a vice president who resigned as vice president after he sat on the team.‖
The difficulties escalated with concerns of lack of racial diversity on the negotiation
team. When LFN 2 tried to address these issues, further problems were encountered:
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It started with the composition of the team. There were people who didn‘t want to
work as team. Even up front they knew when they would have to attend meetings.
―I can‘t attend because I have to go to a doctor‘s appointment.‖ ―I need to do this
or that.‖ I never got more than half of the team to a meeting. How do you build
consensus without people showing up? There was a lot of backward dealing. It
wasn‘t pretty and it wasn‘t nice. The faculty was very much split.
When others on the team were split on which direction to proceed, they looked to the
leadership of LFN 2, ―A lot of times they would ask, ―what do you think?‖ to me,‖ as her
experience and earned trust helped negotiate such a difficult contract. Ultimately, with
her experience and established relationships among both faculty and administration, LFN
2 was able to negotiate a very difficult contract, ―It was a four-year contract but it was the
first contract that we didn‘t have a contract when we went back to work. It took another
semester to get it.‖
Lead faculty negotiator 3. As the least experienced of the negotiators
interviewed for this study, LFN 3 is in the process of negotiating his first contract.
However, like LFN 1, this negotiator has served as the union vice president and learned
many lessons along the way in how to prepare for a contract negotiation. In his second
term as union president, a contract negotiation did not occur during his first term, this
allowed him to build the relationships he would use as the contract process began. He
has learned to rely on his team to make good decisions and provide the necessary insight
for them to make decisions and priorities for the negotiation.
Having been part of the last negotiation team, LFN 3 felt that the outcome of that
contract negotiation will set the stage for the upcoming negotiations:
The last contract, for example, the administration came in very close to . . . well
much more reasonably at the start in terms of salary and so did we, and I think
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that will carry over to this contract. So where our starting position is on some of
the issues will be influenced by previous contracts.
LFN 3 felt that past experience with contract negotiations is essential not only for where
the union is right now, but where they want to be headed in the future. He explained,
―we always negotiate the current contract with an eye towards the future.‖ Therefore,
having team members who were part of the previous contract and the current one are
important to navigating the direction of the negotiations:
The experience lets us know where we‘re going. For example, healthcare. Over
the last several contracts, we have been increasing the amount the college is
paying. Now, we extend it to partly cover family coverage and we‘ll be pushing
that further.
He also expressed the need for experience on the administrative team, a shared concern
among colleges who utilize interest-based bargaining (a collaborative approach to finding
solutions for both teams before and during negotiations). When asked about his thoughts
on the imminent contract negotiations and their outcome, experience on the
administrative team was an important consideration, ―With the vice president we have, I
think we‘ll be okay because they‘ll still have several deans who have been on the
negotiation team before.‖ While someone new may be leading this contract negotiation,
the presence of experience on the team can make a difference in the outcome, even if the
lead negotiator for the administrative team is new and unfamiliar with the process typical
at College 3. LFN 3 explained how it may play out during the negotiation with a new
administrative leader:
She‘ll lead it. The others won‘t say a word at the table but afterwards they‘ll say,
―hey, we haven‘t done this in the past.‖ The subcommittees will meet with people
who have been through negotiations before or at least understand the culture of
the college more.
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Lead faculty negotiator 4. The negotiation process, according to LFN 4, is
strongly dependent on experience. With experience comes efficiency of the process and
the ability to navigate the interpersonal relationships which factor into the negotiation
process. In fact, LFN 4 viewed experience as the key factor in the outcome of the
process:
I think it [experience of the lead negotiator] is the biggest. Time is so precious and
negotiating is so brutal. You don‘t want to reinvent the wheel so if the negotiators
on next year‘s team have experience, and they know how these things have been
done in the past, and they know the best way to do it, then the experience rules.
Yet, LFN 4 acknowledged that all the experience in the world is useless if the negotiator
does not know how to use that experience to the benefit of the team, such as having the
ability to read people in an effort to determine how genuine their motivations are, which
wastes time during the lengthy negotiation period, ―As long as I‘ve been on the team,
I‘ve told people, I‘m not playing games. If I say we want a 5% raise, that‘s what I‘m
saying. I‘m not going to say seven and bargain down to five.‖ LFN 4 expects the same
type of approach from the administrative team; however, when new members join their
team, learning the personalities of these new individuals may require the union team to
adjust its approach, ―it‘s a lot about personalities,‖ she explained, ―it‘s a whole new
ballgame if you have different personalities.‖
Even within the union, experience is important for managing the personalities and
expectations of the union members who want more from the negotiation team than they
may be willing to offer. For example, when a faculty member pushes the team to
negotiate an issue which they have decided not to open, dealing with those individuals
requires someone who not only can let them know that the issue is not going to be
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addressed, but also does this with a professional and mature approach as to why it is not
an issue for the union to open at this time, ―As a team, they would direct that person
possibly to me or anyone else who has had experience and could give the history of been
there, done that. It‘s not something that we want to spend a lot of time on.‖ By
explaining that opening minor issues would redirect the momentum the union was trying
to build to negotiating the major issues, the influence of the team is reduced when they
have to address smaller issues and minimal impact on union gains.
Lead faculty negotiator 5. The lead negotiator at College 5 expressed similar
sentiments regarding the role of experience in the negotiation process. She emphasized
that recognizing the personalities on the other team are essential to keeping control of the
negotiation. As the lead negotiator for the administrative team has been in place for
several contract negotiations, his confidence was great enough that he would try to direct
the negotiation in directions the union was not willing to go. With experience and
insight, LFN 5 was able to look past the posturing to redirect the negotiations away from
the administrative lead negotiators attempt to shift the negotiations in the favor of the
union:
We determine a salary schedule. We don‘t give a flat increase. We have 3%. I‘m
at the bottom of the salary schedule for the higher, so I actually got a 1.1%
increase. We‘re trying to improve them and make it attractive for the best people
to come here, otherwise, we will get the weakest faculty. [their lead negotiator]
doesn‘t want us to continue to do that. He said to me, ―Why are you doing that?
You‘ll end up getting considerably less money. Give 3% and you‘ll get 3%.
You‘ll then get $3,000 rather than 1.1%.‖ We just couldn‘t get it to feel right. We
just couldn‘t. We agreed to think about it because he claimed he was going to be
at an impasse without. A rookie mistake on my part, because I said, ―Okay, we‘ll
think about it.‖ When we finally came back and told him no, he was really angry.
Now, if I were to go back in, and he said, ―We don‘t have anything else to talk
about, I would say to him, call a mediator because you‘re calling an impasse. See
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if you can find a mediator who is going to declare you‘re right because you want
to get rid of a salary schedule for an educational institution. It‘s not going to
happen.‖ That kind of thing. I realize, and again, experience has taught me that
it‘s all just a game.
LFN 5 declared outright that without the experience factor, the lead negotiator of
the administrative team would ―eat them alive,‖ railroading the union on all important
issues. ―It‘s huge. Yeah, huge,‖ she explained, ―we‘d lose ground.‖ LFN 5 expressed
that she would prefer not to run in the next union election, but placing a new, nonexperienced individual in the role of lead negotiator will be very costly to the union, ―I
have fears of that because I think we‘ll start all over again and [he] will have this person
he can kind of gobble up.‖ With an eye to the future, they are now looking to identify
and groom the next leaders by placing them in ‗junior roles‘, giving them the critical time
to learn what to do and what not to do before they assume leadership roles.
―Experience of the lead negotiator‖ was a critical theme in dealing with the
personalities of the administrative team. With experience comes the ability to read the
other negotiation team and assess what is real and what is posturing. New union
negotiators must learn how to manage relationships, both within their own team and
union faculty, and among the administrative negotiators, as well. The most experienced
negotiators cite experience as one of, if not the most important factor in negotiating a new
contract.
Emergent Theme 3: Effective Pre-negotiation
As the pre-negotiation phase of contract negotiations end, the lead negotiators
offered some specific thoughts about the process as a whole, and how the process could
be more effective. In some cases they explained what they might do differently and what
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went right. Regardless of the outcome, the lessons learned are not forgotten when the
next negotiation is set to begin.
Lead faculty negotiator 1. The lead negotiator offered two ideas he considered
important to an effective pre-negotiation process, leading into the negotiation itself. The
first point was the importance of identifying the issues important to the faculty and then
finding creative solutions which benefit all parties involved. Working first with faculty
to identify their interests gets the process in motion, and according to LFN 1, ―the whole
idea is to include everybody if we can. The more you include, the more buy-in you get.‖
When the negotiation team has completed all of the data gathering, only then can the
negotiation team know what faculty view as the important issues. If the negotiation team
is going to be effective in the negotiation, the team can more effectively do its job when
working on issues they know the union faculty want them to be working on, according to
LFN 1,
What we need to do is when we go into the negotiation [is that] we have to be
comfortable with how we‘re going to approach different issues. It is essential for
us to know what people want and what people see as strengths in the contract and
weaknesses and what issues they feel we need to spend our most of our energy on.
We always try to address any concerns that come to us.
From there, the second point to an effective pre-negotiation process is to build
momentum with the administrative team before the negotiation commences. By
establishing a trusting atmosphere for both sides to begin the negotiation strong, that
energy is equally important to completing the negotiation where both sides win and
neither side compromises. Much of this early momentum comes from the ongoing work
between both teams between contract negotiations, explained LFN 1., ―We actually solve
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a lot of these problems before we get into negotiations. We solve them as we go.‖ This
approach makes the negotiations run smoother, as the formal negotiations become a
continuation of the energy and drive between the teams which is already in motion.
―When we sit down in the negotiation room, no one is the lead negotiator,‖ explained
LFN 1, ―Everyone is equally heard.‖ Each team will articulate their issues, ask their
questions and find solutions to meet the needs of each team.
Although the interest-based bargaining strategy used at College 1 is not
guaranteed in future negotiations, the union is satisfied with this approach, explained
LFN 1. ―We have a process here that I would hope we can continue to follow.‖ If a
precedent of mutually beneficial negotiating has been established at College 1, and the
union team feels that the process is a good one which effectively allows them to meet the
needs of the faculty and maintain relationships with the administration at the same time,
the pre-negotiation process will be shaped by past practice.
Lead faculty negotiator 2. As a negotiator who has stepped away from the role
after negotiating three separate contracts, LFN 2 was left with some frustrations,
stemming more from internal disagreements and accusations among the faculty than
issues related to working and dealing with the administrative team. Her departure forced
the union to recognize they had to continue on, but without her leadership. She explained
the reaction from her successor once she stepped aside:
They wanted to put someone up against me, not because they thought she would
win, but to show that I didn‘t have the support that I once had. Once I decided I
was retiring, I decided why should I continue on, even though I said to them,
―whatever you need from me you can have. I‘d be happy to come to meetings but
I think it‘s time for me to move on.‖ A new leadership has developed and she was
shocked to win. She came in and said, ―how could you do this to me?‖
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LFN 2 believed that open communication with the union constituency was a key
to her longevity and success as union leader, ―I had a reputation for really sharing
information the whole time I was president, more than any other president has ever
done.‖ She explained, ―I think that made me a popular president who continually got reelected. In fact, now people are coming to me complaining that the new president has
closed off a little. It takes time to do that.‖
Ultimately, LFN 2 felt her role as a leader came at a critical time in education,
with fewer resources and a reduced professional image did not escape the union‘s notice.
The changes made her more aware of how outsiders perceived educators, and this
awareness, according to LFN 2, would follow the union as they began the pre-negotiation
phase of contract negotiations ―I think it was the role was changing so much and the
attitude towards educators was changing. The finances available were changing. We
were concerned with respect and collaboration, accountability.‖ To LFN 2, the newer
faculty and even her union replacement seem to lack this awareness and it concerns her,
to the point that she wants to retire before the current contract expires, ―I am going out
after the semester of 2011. I didn‘t want to wait to the end of the contract. I didn‘t want to
be here for that semester when they were going to be negotiating the new contract.‖
Lead faculty negotiator 3. As the negotiator leading his first contract
negotiation, LFN 3 offered fewer insights on the pre-negotiation process, as he was still
in the midst of negotiating the contract. Still, he offered a few comments. First,
continuity among the administrative staff was important. At College 3, substantial turn-
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around in administrative positions created some concern among the negotiation team,
especially with regard to the new lead negotiator for the administration:
He didn‘t come up through the faculty ranks. He got hired at that one step below.
When the vice president left for a president‘s position, he moved up as an interim
and just got hired as a full-time. That was a concern in our discussion of who to
hire as a vice president. The president is new. The vice president for
administrative affairs is new. If he were not from here, we wouldn‘t have anyone
who‘d have a sense of what the culture was like in negotiations. That was a
factor.
This change in administrative leadership has also impacted very effective earlier
bargaining strategies, when the administration was more continuous. LFN 3 explained
that several contracts ago, ―it tended to be a little more sidebars and backroom
negotiations occurring. They worked out a lot of stuff. They came back and we would be
further along than you can believe.‖ But with change in administration, comes change in
contract preparations, as this familiarity has been lost.
Another perception by LFN 3 was to prepare for the negotiations assuming that
the administrative team had no idea of what they can negotiate and how far they can take
a given issue. This assumption has led the union team to prepare to begin with small
issues so they can potentially get some issues agreed upon, providing the administrative
team time to find their direction:
My feeling is when they start negotiations, they have not yet received directions
from the board as to how much money they are willing to negotiate for. First
contract offers . . . they‘re not where we‘re going to end up and we‘re sure of that.
They might be within a couple of percentage but they don‘t move for quite a
while. The reason we‘re sure is that the board hasn‘t yet told them where they
want to end up. We always intend to start on the smaller issues and do a lot of the
subcommittee work. In the big meetings, we‘ll pass language back and forth, and
sometimes we get something ratified or agreed upon at that point.
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Lead faculty negotiator 4. The lead negotiator of College 4 believes it is the
union and its faculty who stay at the college over the long term and viewed the
negotiation protocols as a responsibility of the union negotiation team. As administrators
come and go, the union faculty remain and carry on the traditions, LFN 4 explained:
We always talk about we‘re the townies and they‘re the tourists. They come and
go so it has been the union that has set the course and this is how negotiations go.
We have had three or four different human resource directors and countless vice
presidents and different presidents so it‘s the way we‘ve done it and it may be the
way it stays.
With their preferred strategy of distributive bargaining, or win-lose bargaining, the prenegotiation phase lends itself to a time intended to learn about the issues and come to the
table prepared and firm on the positions they hold. Further, this union does not anticipate
much preparation and background work to be completed on the part of the administration.
While LFN 4 perceived the human resources direction as very knowledgeable on
the issues brought forth by the union, the remaining members, including the vice
presidents and the attorney, seemed passive and uninformed, ―we wish they would train
their vice presidents a little better,‖ she stated. While this statement stems from the
frustration which comes with their passive attitude, it also costs the negotiation team
time. The benefit to the administrative team‘s apparent lack of information and interest
means that occasionally, issues will pass by their team without notice, according to LFN
4, ―Yes. Even stuff like grievances. One vice president who right now is leaving, doesn‘t
understand the difference between overload and supplemental. There is misleading
language in parts of the contract. He still hasn‘t gotten a handle on that.‖ Knowing this
history of disinterest helps the union team prepare and make gains, as explained by LFN

127

4, ―Leading up to it, besides getting input from the faculty, how does the team expect to
make gains to the contract? That‘s my rule here.‖
After items have been signed off by both teams, LFN 4 has cited examples of
situations when the administrative team wants to come back and revisit an issue they felt
they didn‘t actually agree to. But the union team will not accept attempts at recanting
passed issues. Instead, the response of the union is to tell them to save it for the next
contract. What matters is the preparation and, as stated previously by LFN 4, ―It‘s he
who comes prepared who runs the table.‖
Lead faculty negotiator 5. The approach to an effective pre-negotiation phase is
to operate fairly and openly, according to the lead negotiator of College 5. She stated that
her union ―definitely operates on a culture of evidence. We are pretty open. We really
don‘t operate under the radar at all. We are definitely above that. We are very open
organization.‖ Although College 5 described itself as using interest based bargaining, the
relationship building did not occur here in the same manner that it did at some of the
other schools using interest-based bargaining. LFN 5 felt that preparation and knowledge
on the union‘s part was essential. Because of this, she believed that the union is much
more knowledgeable about the issues, attributing this belief to the fact that the outcome
of the negotiations impact the faculty much more so than the administration, ―Because we
live it. They don‘t. I really feel we know more than they know. We have more of an
institutional knowledge than they do.‖
One more factor expressed by LFN 5, with regard to effective pre-negotiations, is
the need to educate the faculty. Often, faculty hear about benefits negotiated at other
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colleges and without understanding the issue, or taking the benefit out of context, faculty
misunderstand the issue. She used salary as an example of this type of scenario:
It is usually a statement more related to their own school district where their
children go to school, elementary or high school districts, where they may make a
statement about money. They don‘t really have knowledge of other things within
the contract. But, for example, they would say, and we had a couple people say
their school district got an eight percent raise, which I find extremely hard to
believe this past year anybody got eight percent. It might have been an eight
percent over a five-year period. Sometimes they hear eight percent and they think
it‘s eight and eight and eight and sometimes we have to clear that up. What we
have to sometimes educate them in are the rules and regulations.
LFN 5 has learned to ‗pre-educate‘ the faculty prior to the negotiations with meetings and
fact sheets and open discussion, so everyone is aware of where the union is directing its
efforts. From this, LFN 5 perceives her faculty to be respectful and courteous of her role
as union leader, ―I have to say my colleagues, campus-wide, they understand that this
isn‘t my full-time job. They are pretty respectful of that. People are appreciative and
respectful, for the most part.‖
Emergent Theme 4: Relationships
The relationships which faculty union negotiation teams build both within their
own union membership, but also with administrative teams can serve to become one of
the most important factors in the negotiation process. As representatives of their fellow
faculty members, the relationships formed prior to and during the negotiation period have
to be solid enough to allay concerns faculty may have over the unknown status of the
negotiation proceedings; in other words, the union team must have built trust among its
constituents so the faculty know their pay, benefits and working conditions are being
fairly negotiated on their behalf. Additionally, the relationships formed with the
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administrative team appear to be most important when difficult issues arise at the
negotiation table. If either side is unwilling to compromise, the entire negotiation is in
jeopardy. If trust is formed during the pre-negotiation process, one team may be more
willing to be flexible with their position, a move that potentially may only occur if a
relationship exists between the two teams before the negotiating begins.
Lead faculty negotiator 1. As a college which incorporates interest-based
bargaining, a strategy which seeks solutions to problems beneficial to all parties, the
relationships which develop over the life of the contract become an essential force in
finding creative solutions to the most contentious issues each team brings to the table.
LFN 1 explains,
What you want to do is make sure that you‘ve built some of that momentum so
that when we get to some of these more difficult issues, which are always left to
the end that we‘re able to work with them to find mutually acceptable solutions.
Those are usually the same hard-core issues that every contract eventually comes
out to and they are economic issues.
This lead negotiator recognizes that to build these relationships, some early effort will
have to be invested to demonstrate to the other team that the faculty union approaches the
process in the spirit of finding those agreeable solutions, ―we can do a lot of things in the
interim to build up goodwill,‖ according to LFN 1, ―One of the things we did at the last
negotiation was talk about faculty responsibilities to the institution.‖ By discussing this
issue with the faculty prior to the negotiations, it demonstrated that the union was willing
to put forth the effort to achieve a satisfactory union contract. ―We volunteer people for
committees, etc. We work with the administration as much as we can to build
relationships,‖ and this, according to LFN 1, is to find those solutions during the
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negotiation for the more difficult issues ―before you do get to a point to where you reach
impasses.‖
Ultimately, the importance of the relationships built by both teams generates
benefits for the entire college. LFN 1 explained how the relationships formed during the
contract negotiation helped pass a local referendum:
We built this relationship over a period of time and built trust. Even though they
are negotiating for the board, there have been a few things over the past few years
we have done to build trust. We had a referendum passed here. That referendum
wouldn‘t have passed if faculty hadn‘t gotten involved and helped get the students
involved. They know that. That doesn‘t mean that we did it on our own, but we
did it in conjunction with them.
Lead faculty negotiator 2. College 2 benefitted from having consistent
administrative and union faculty teams for three consecutive contract negotiations.
Without the turnover in administrators and changes in the composition of the leadership
of the union team, the relationships formed among the teams become predictable. It is
easier for LFN 2 to imagine which issues will be important for the administrative team.
Among the two teams, there were some mutual goals, explained LFN 2, ―we were
concerned with respect and collaboration, accountability.‖ Consistency among the teams
helped both of them achieve some mutual objectives, a feature of this college‘s interestbased bargaining approach.
The relationships among the union faculty are equally important at College 2.
The faculty have a vocal group who want their issues represented and then want feedback
on the progress being made. LFN 2 found it important to keep the faculty informed
during the negotiations, which improved the relationships between the union team and
the rest of the union faculty, ―We would have meetings as things progressed. I would
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give them as much information as I could and I would send them weekly updates.‖ Yet,
disagreements among faculty increased, along with general in-fighting within the union
has prompted this lead negotiator to step down for the latest contract negotiation. A new
leadership will result in new relationships and the pre-negotiation process may change
with the transition.
Lead faculty negotiator 3. Although LFN 3 is in the process of negotiating a
first contract, prior experience as a union leader and negotiation team member has
provided this lead negotiator some familiarity of the history and customs used at College
3 when negotiating faculty contracts. As a result, LFN 3 does recognize the importance
of relationship building with the administrative team as a means to develop familiarity as
the process begins:
I meet twice a month with the vice president who I will be negotiating with. We
have lunch one of those times and the other time we just have a regular meeting.
We‘ll talk about contract issues and how we want them to proceed and those
kinds of issues.
Moreover, the team for College 3 includes the members of the college‘s board of
trustee‘s as a group with which relationships need to be established, ―we‘ll always start
the negotiation process with dinner with the board members.‖ explained LFN 3, ―Right
away we are trying to develop a little rapport with the people who will ultimately ratify
the contract for the administration‘s side.‖
During previous negotiations, College 3 had a history of working out issues away
from the negotiation table. This worked well for both teams because the lead negotiator
for the administrative team was a former faculty member who many on the union team
already knew. LFN 3 described the relationship as being comfortable enough, that ―in the
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middle of the negotiations, all of them went off fishing in Canada for a week.‖ After
returning, several issues were already resolved. These relationships helped close the gap
when more difficult issues led to a standstill in the negotiation:
Sometimes we would get an impasse and be real close, and I know two contracts
ago, we were real close on the pay. We were a couple of hundred thousand dollars
off. The president went out into the hall with the . . . our president went out into
the hall with their vice president and they said off the book, ―What are you
shooting for? What‘s the issue here?‖ He was willing to disclose that and we
came back in had an answer to the issues.
Recent turnover in higher level administrative positions has dissolved some of these long
standing relationships along with the traditions which emerged from those relationships.
Rebuilding a tradition, according to LFN 3, takes time.
Lead faculty negotiator 4. Faculty concerns are important to the negotiation
team at College 4, but when both negotiation teams agree to limit the opening of the
contract to specifically agreed upon articles, not all issues can be addressed during the
negotiation. Therefore, the articles opened represent the greatest concerns of the faculty.
This is a system which works for College 4, and the faculty trust that their needs will be
represented by the negotiation team, ―We wouldn‘t agree to anything that had a big
number of people are opposed to.‖
LFN 4 also emphasized the need to have good relationships among the union
negotiation team members, as well. The first pre-negotiation meeting, according to LFN
4, is an opportunity for the team members, especially those new to the team, to learn
about the process and traditions used by the team in past negotiations, which builds a
stronger team.
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The relationships formed between the two negotiation teams are important for
knowing what type of personalities each team will be working with, according to LFN 4.
When both teams know each other and are comfortable which influences the approach by
the team at the start of the negotiation, ―you walk in each time with a positive attitude
that we‘re going to conduct ourselves the same way the last one was.‖
Lead faculty negotiator 5.

Within the faculty union, the relationships forged

between the faculty and the negotiation team are essential to the team‘s function. LFN 5
asserts, ―This faculty is definitely one that wants its voice heard.‖ Accordingly, the
faculty are a united group which works together to achieve the common goals
documented during the data gathering phase. After the data gathering has ended and the
negotiation team has a direction for which issues they choose to bargain over, the
negotiation team will provide regular updates on the status of the negotiations.
Faculty can ask questions along the way, and LFN 5 may use this opportunity to
strengthen the relationships and trust with the faculty members by educating them on
why certain issues are negotiable and other issues are not. When faculty want certain
issues bargained for, certain working conditions, which are non-negotiable as a
managerial right, the negotiation team members will explain why the negotiation team
cannot include that issue under the laws of collective bargaining. By taking the time to
educate the faculty, the team members build the trust of their faculty, that in fact, they are
working to provide every faculty member with the best working conditions possible.
The relationships formed among the two negotiation teams are limited at College
5, according to LFN 5, ―They don‘t share a lot. They keep their whole operation pretty
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close.‖ Therefore, the relationships formed between the two teams have come out of
familiarity with past strategies and tactics used in previous negotiations. Although LFN 5
and the administrative lead negotiator have become ―friendly‖, according to LFN 5, this
has come about only through getting to know and understand each other through some
tough negotiations. Respect among the long term negotiators has developed and learning
to read one another has become an important factor, says LFN 5, ―it will be easier for me
next time. You also know by the things that they said or conceded to, where they‘ll go
next time.‖
Four emergent themes were revealed from the case study findings. The four
emergent themes included (a) team formation, (b) experience of the lead negotiator, and
(c) effective pre-negotiation, and (d) relationships. Each of these themes are important
considerations to the pre-negotiation process of community college faculty unions.
A Priori Themes Related to Faculty Union Negotiation Findings
Three a priori themes were identified initially to frame this case study, which
explores the strategies implemented by union faculty negotiators at Illinois community
colleges as they prepare for an approaching negotiation, Decision analysis, distributive
vs. interest-based bargaining, and intra-organizational bargaining.
Decision Analysis. Decision analysis, as an a priori theme, distinguishes
between actual decision making versus the reflective process which occurs after a
decision has been made and an outcome reached. For lead faculty negotiators 1, 2, 4 and
5, each union leader has completed one or more negotiations as a lead negotiator. Past
experience influences their approach and decision making as they prepare for the next
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contract negotiation. Decision analysis is an appropriate tactic for a faculty union
negotiator, as Keeney (1982) explains that this style is often employed when the
decisions have consequences in the midst of a complicated decision-making environment,
coupled with the need to justify the decisions, such as is the case for a lead negotiator
who must rationalize decisions to both the administrative team and also to the union
constituents. The substantial amount of time and effort placed on the information
gathering process by all five lead negotiators, indicates the importance of this processnot only to the negotiation team, but the faculty constituency, as well.
LFN 1 describes decision making as the narrowing down of the concerns and
issues brought out in faculty surveys, ―[prior to] negotiations, what we have to decide is,
‗okay, what are our major issues here?‘ The only way we can do that is to narrow it
down.‖ Packaging of issues into a single category can take place if there is a group of
separate but related issues, such as monetary issues. This type of analysis only occurs
after data gathering has taken place.
LFN 2, meanwhile, found small group discussions as being ―very productive‖ in
gathering the information which would be analyzed by the negotiation team to determine
the direction of the negotiations. At College 3, the lead negotiator used the experience
and knowledge of the negotiation team, in addition to faculty input, when making the
critical decisions for a list of negotiation issues, ―The negotiating team will put together
what they consider are the issues that need to be addressed.‖ This list will be formulated
into a survey sent to faculty for input on each of the specified items. For LFN 4,
decisions began with the negotiation team. An interest in opening limited negotiations,
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decided upon by the lead negotiator and the team meant that faculty input was also
limited. The lead negotiator at College 5 decides early in the pre-negotiation phase as to
the number of issues to be bargained. However, that key decision is directed by faculty
input, ―we use the faculty input to decide which issues we‘re going to put forward.‖
Distributive vs. interest-based bargaining. Kelleher (2000) described
distributive bargaining, as a strategy with an ―us versus them‖ approach to negotiations,
as the most common bargaining strategy in educational environments. This is the strategy
utilized by College 4, and explained by their lead negotiator, ―we‘ve been successful so
why try something new?‖ The remaining four of the colleges in this study, however,
employ interest based bargaining which works to minimize the level of conflict by
attempting to find solutions that are mutually beneficial to both parties. Yet, the style and
the degree to which interest-based bargaining is utilized in each of the four schools varies
considerably. Kelleher (2000) and Cutcher-Gershenfeld (1994) both explain that the
models are not concrete, as variations of each of the bargaining strategies exist.
The lead negotiator at College 1 believes that the ongoing relationship with the
administration is the key to effective interest-based bargaining, ―We work with the
administration as much as we can to build relationships‖ and these relationships formed
early contribute to quick conflict resolution during bargaining. Despite some adversarial
relationships among the two teams at College 2, interest-based bargaining is utilized
because it was the preferred strategy of the long-time president of the college. LFN 2
describes the college president as ―extremely bright‖ but firm in direction how the
college operates, including the collective bargaining process. At College 3, interest based
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bargaining has been used informally for the past three contract negotiations, LFN 3
explains that ―it‘s not a formalized version of [interest-based bargaining], it‘s just how
we‘ve done it. There hasn‘t been any training along those lines‖ which makes it effective
for their college. Although College 5 identifies itself as using interest-based bargaining,
the negotiation approach is more analogous to distributive bargaining. LFN 5 even
acknowledged that their interest-based approach is non-traditional, ―we don‘t know the
other side‘s issues until the first day of negotiations where we literally exchange papers
and then begin a preliminary [negotiation],‖ a strategy lacking the open communication
aspect which often characterizes interest-based bargaining.
Intra-organizational bargaining. Within the faculty unions, the concept of
intra-organizational bargaining is demonstrated. Intra-organizational bargaining,
according to Peddle (2008), considers the need to find consensus within one‘s own group.
Each of the colleges survey their faculty to identify the main issues to be considered for
negotiation. Each college employs its own method to collect the information and collate
the findings, similarly, each college specifically works to distinguish the immediate needs
of its faculty in relation to the union contract. Furthermore, each of the colleges work to
maintain open communication, commonly in the form of union meetings with its
constituents, to update them on the progress and direction of the negotiations. All of this
is aimed at demonstrating that the faculty constituency are being heard and responded to,
through the negotiation issues the team settles on for bargaining. The findings
demonstrate that open communication is a key element of intra-organizational bargaining
in the community college.
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LFN 1 asserted that in the information gathering process, faculty opinions were
sought to determine how much time the faculty wanted the team to spend on issues of
concern, ―How much of our cache . . . how much do they want us to expend on this
particular issue?‖ Open communication is a cornerstone of the process, ―they have full
access to me or others on the executive board.‖ The lead negotiator of College 2 stated
that the intra-organizational bargaining typically came in the form of a visit by a
concerned faculty member, ―what I found is if somebody really had an issue, they would
come and talk with me.‖ LFN 3 described intra-organizational bargaining issues as ones
which would emerge during an existing contract which generated concern or questions,
―issues that may have come up over the contract life,‖ which would naturally progress as
an issue to bargain at the next negotiation. The lead negotiator at College 4 emphasized
that the diversity of representation on the committee was an important component of
intra-organizational bargaining. With the negotiation team composition representing all
faculty areas, the team member representing one particular area had the responsibility of
capturing the issues of their area, ―it is the responsibility of that team member [who]
represents a certain area‖ whereas the negotiation team does little intra-organizational
bargaining. LFN 5 stated emphatically, ―this faculty is definitely one that wants its voice
heard‖ therefore, intra-organizational bargaining is conducted formally, using surveys to
document the needs and interests of the faculty, ―to see it in writing and prove in real
data.‖ Ultimately, for College 5, the data collected serves as ―as a guide for our
decisions.‖
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Chapter Summary
In this chapter, data from interviews was presented to address and answer the
guiding questions framing the study. Four additional emergent themes were identified
and supported with interview data provided by five lead negotiators from five different
Illinois community colleges. This case study data included statements about the prenegotiation phase of faculty union from lead negotiators with varying amounts of
negotiation experience, ranging from the one negotiator who is in the process of
completing his first negotiation to another negotiator who has since stepped aside as
union leader after negotiating three separate contracts for her union constituents.
The pre-negotiation phase is not independent of the bargaining strategy used by
the faculty union. Whether interest-based bargaining was incorporated or distributive
bargaining techniques, the strategy impacted the approach taken in the pre-negotiation
phase of contract negotiations. Faculty input among all colleges was viewed as essential
and often, the stepping-off point for the union to begin its preparations. Electronic
surveys were the most commonly used data gathering tool. Additional information was
obtained and validated by union affiliates and nearby colleges who shared similar issues
and concerns. Union priorities were decided by the negotiation team as a whole, not by
the union leader. Priorities were many times determined by how extensive the contract
was to be opened. Professional unionism was uncovered indirectly for most of these
colleges, not described as a stated goal, but negotiated issues often had impacts beyond
the faculty for whom they were negotiated.
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As an emergent theme, team formation was viewed as important because a team
with broad based contract and personal knowledge aided the team in navigating more
difficult issues of salary and benefits. Experience of the lead negotiator was seen as
essential to be able to manage the personalities both among the faculty union and across
the table with the administrative negotiators. The lead negotiators provided some
perceived insights what an effective pre-negotiation process requires, ranging from
finding creative solutions to dealing with perceptions of outsiders when negotiating a
contract. Finally, the relationships formed with the union and between the negotiation
teams are essential to the process, but sometimes difficult to maintain, requiring patience
and willingness to complete the process in spite of everything. Conclusions derived from
the research findings are presented in the final chapter.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
As financial resources from public sources lessen and educational delivery modes,
such as distance education, are changing, collective bargaining is entering a new era in
which faculty union contracts reflect these contemporary issues. Finding creative
solutions for compensation, the increased use of technology, and even the use of
contingent or adjunct faculty in meeting college needs are all open to the negotiation
process.
The need to listen attentively and identify the concerns and issues raised among
the union constituency has become an important first step in preparing for contract
negotiations, and this responsibility is placed upon the union lead negotiator, who
assumes the task of negotiating the best contract for all union members. By law,
compensation and benefits are mandatory items for negotiation, but the issues that are
deemed permissible items of negotiation must be identified and prioritized by faculty
union leaders in an attempt to best represent the needs of all faculty members in the
bargaining unit.
The purpose of this study is to identify how faculty union leaders gather data and
incorporate past experience to prioritize decisions for new contract negotiations in Illinois
community colleges. Using a case study approach, this chapter discusses the findings
from five faculty union lead negotiators of five different Illinois community colleges.
Their perceptions were captured to reveal the strategies they adopted to prepare for a new
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contract negotiation, and the findings from this study identified the methods that these
leaders utilized to gather information, as well as how they used that information to
formulate a priority list of issues to be negotiated. The conclusions drawn and the
implications of this research are presented, and recommendations for future research are
proposed.
The research questions are as follows:
1. What data-gathering steps are taken to prepare for contract negotiations?
2. How is additional pre-negotiation information obtained and validated?
3. What decision-making process(es) is/are employed by union leaders to
identify/prioritize faculty union issues to be taken to the bargaining table?
4. Do today‘s faculty union leaders incorporate professional unionism, such as
requesting the use of integrative bargaining strategies, into the pre-negotiation
phase of contract negotiations?
Discussion
The research findings, gathered from interviews of Illinois community college
faculty union leaders, converged to answer to the guiding questions. While some basic
consensus among the participants with regard to the need for data-gathering and the
prioritization of issues for negotiation was revealed, the approach that each leader took in
the pre-negotiation phase differed significantly, attributed in many cases to the bargaining
strategy utilized by each of the participating colleges. This influence of the bargaining
strategy used by each lead negotiator, referred to by their assigned pseudonyms, such as
LFN 1 for lead faculty negotiator 1 at one of the 5 participating institutions in this study,
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had a direct impact on most aspects of the pre-negotiation process. These included
constituency feedback, validation and decision analysis, identification and prioritization
of a negotiation list, implications of the type of unionism on the pre-negotiation process,
team formation, experience of the lead negotiator, effective pre-negotiation, and
relationships and intra-organizational bargaining.
Constituency Feedback
Miles and Miles (2008) argued that the importance of gathering faculty input in
all areas of the college was important because faculty had the closest relationships with
students, as well as the services provided to them. This feedback can become a powerful
negotiating tool if administrators balk at issues presented for negotiation by faculty
unions that may have an impact on the goals and objectives of the college (SeestedtStanford, 2006). Each of the participants in this study described the importance of
consulting the union constituency early in the pre-negotiation process to identify their
concerns and needs prior to negotiating the next contract. Peddle (2008) asserted that,
with the limited representation of stakeholders at the negotiation table, in this case the
union members, it was of greater importance to manage the negotiation process away
from the table rather than actually bargaining at the table. The feedback received by the
negotiation team served to guide the process while representing the needs of the union
constituency through gathering and considering their feedback. This confirmed the
presence of intra-organizational bargaining that occurs in the pre-negotiation phase.
Data gathering serves as the first step in establishing communication with faculty
and provides the opportunity for trust to form for the sometimes lengthy negotiation. The
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lead faculty negotiators (LFNs) at colleges 1, 2, and 3 incorporated an informationgathering process that was open and comprehensive. This means that the LFN and the
negotiation team used multiple broad-based methods to gather as much information as
possible. These LFNs sought substantial input from faculty members regarding all
aspects of the existing contract to initiate the negotiation process.
Conversely, the LFNs for colleges 4 and 5 employed a more restrictive, limited
approach to information-gathering. These LFNs gathered information from faculty
members primarily through surveys written to reflect the limited number of items that
would be opened during negotiation. Faculty members were encouraged to provide as
much feedback as possible, similar to LFNs 1, 2, and 3, but that feedback was considered
only if it pertained to the articles of the contract that had been agreed upon by both teams
to be opened.
All colleges sampled in this research study surveyed their faculty members,
typically electronically, for input on what the faculty ranked as important and worthy of
bargaining for changes in the existing contract. LFN 1 and 2 incorporated focus groups
to gather additional information. For LFN 2, this step was important in speaking directly
with newer faculty members, obtaining their input without the influence of more senior
faculty members, whose needs and priorities may differ substantially. The data-gathering
process was initiated at least eight months in advance and up to one year in advance by
the lead negotiators of colleges 1, 2, and 3.
The responsibility for data-gathering most often belonged to the negotiation team,
one member of whom had the responsibility of creating a survey for distribution. LFN 1
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sought volunteers from the faculty to represent departments and coordinate datagathering; this individual then passed the information along to the negotiation team. LFN
4 and 5 relied on negotiation team members who represented the different divisions of the
college to reach out to faculty and encourage participation.
Once the data was gathered, each college needed to process the information
collected. Only the lead negotiator at College 2 took this responsibility upon himself,
preferring to oversee the data-analysis process and present it to the negotiation team for
discussion. The remaining colleges assigned either one person from the team, a group
from the team, or the team as a whole to complete the data analysis.
Validation and Decision Analysis
Modern decision-making often carries with it an atmosphere of tension related to
the importance of the consequences of making critical decisions that can affect the
livelihoods of many. Keeney (1982) noted that, even after using data-gathering
techniques, the decision-making process is often subjective, and the choices made follow
a process of first determining the effect of each of the alternatives. Faculty union leaders
are presented with a substantial list of requests that the faculty feels merit bargaining for
their improvement, but, often, all issues cannot make it onto the list of issues for
bargaining due to time constraints in the bargaining process. Neumann and Morgenstern
(1947), who developed the concept of decision analysis, argued that, in the role of the
decision-maker, finding alternatives and weighing the consequences of those alternatives
affected the final decisions made.
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In utilizing additional information sources from outside the college, alternative
solutions may be found. In some cases, the additional information allowed the lead
negotiators to gather momentum in support of particular issues. Either way, these
additional sources of information validated the decisions of the lead negotiators.
Each lead faculty negotiator stressed the importance of using additional sources to
support and substantiate the issues raised by faculty members, contributing to the
decision-making process. The lead faculty negotiators (LFNs) of colleges 1, 3, 4, and 5
emphasized the importance of a union field representative as an important and significant
source of information and validation. These individuals could verify that union requests
were in line with what other colleges were also requesting, indicating how successful
they were in receiving such requests during their negotiation. Alternatively, the union
representative could also provide a ―reality check‖ when requests seemed unlikely to
materialize into a win for the faculty union.
LFN 2 acknowledged the specific lack of union affiliation assistance in validating
the issues brought forth in the data-gathering step, suggesting instead that they worked
against the interests of the faculty union. Instead, this union depended more on union
colleagues at other community colleges.
In addition to field representatives of union affiliations, union leaders from nearby
colleges were contacted to get more information regarding issues previously negotiated
by the other schools, especially if that other school already had contract language in place
for emerging issues, as LFN 4 did when researching virtual office hours. A review of
existing contracts of local colleges was important for LFNs 1, 2, and 3. Contract lawyers
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were contacted when necessary by College 5, the Illinois Community College Board
(ICCB) was a source to validate information for College 1, and an advocacy group was
cited by LFN 4 as a source of information regarding benefits for gay and lesbian
employees.
Each of the additional sources of information sought by the lead faculty
negotiators helped to reinforce the decisions that were eventually made, which operated
as a form of decision analysis originally proposed by Morgenstern and Neumann (1947).
In responding to the data gathered from faculty surveys and focus groups but prior to
identifying which issues would make the final negotiation list, utilizing these additional
sources helped to support the decisions made by the negotiation team and, ultimately, the
lead negotiator.
Identification and Prioritization of a Negotiation List
Once data has been gathered from faculty and additional information has been
obtained and validated from additional sources, such as union-affiliated field
representatives and union leaders from nearby schools, the negotiation team is left with
the task of prioritizing the list of issues for negotiation. In each case, the lead faculty
negotiators emphasized that this is a team decision and not left to the sole discretion of
the lead negotiator. The important role the negotiation team plays in formulating the
negotiation list was one area of consensus among all the union leaders interviewed.
Further, each union leader described how the composition of the negotiation team
represented the interests of all faculty members.
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While salary and benefits are mandatory items for negotiation, according to state
law, and prohibited bargaining items under the Illinois Education Labor Relations Act
(IELRA) include the functions of the employer, standards of service, overall budget,
organizational structure, selection of new employees, and direction of employees, much
of what remains is described as permitted subjects of bargaining. It is these permitted
issues that are identified by the negotiation team as potential issues for collective
bargaining. LFNs 1 and 3, both of whom utilized interest-based bargaining, considered
administrative interests when forming priorities for negotiation. LFN 3 went even further
to admit that, if the negotiation team knows that the administration team is opposed to an
issue, even if faculty members strongly support opening the issue, the team may decide to
keep the issue closed, but this may be a strategic move to keep one issue closed to gain
something else. Similarly, for LFN 1, the collaborative approach used by the faculty and
administration played an important role in identifying the priority list by considering how
the issues presented by the union may affect the outcome of the negotiation. LFNs 2, 4,
and 5 do not make such considerations when identifying priorities.
College 2, led by the most experienced negotiator among those interviewed in this
research study, explained that making a list is most important early in the pre-negotiation
phase, and then the priorities may develop on their own from the atmosphere leading up
to and surrounding the negotiation between the faculty and administration. Having a
general sense of what can be gained in the process, as well as what can be lost, helps the
team to identify priorities and use their time and energy effectively.
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LFN 4 admitted that the data collected from faculty surveys was an idea generator
for determining the negotiation list, but this data was also used as a means to justify the
team decision-making process. The team decisions played a more important role in
determining the final list, and this was justified because the team was elected by the
faculty members to make those tough decisions on their behalf, according to the lead
negotiator at college 4.
Prioritizing issues was not a problem for LFN 5 and their negotiation team;
instead, finding enough issues for negotiation was a greater issue. The administration
and the faculty union decided on five issues for negotiation before data-gathering took
place, but limiting the issues to be opened for negotiation also meant that less faculty
input was sought and fewer ideas generated for the negotiation team to list as priorities.
Implications of the Type of Unionism on the Pre-Negotiation Process
The community colleges participating in this case study utilized one of two
bargaining strategies to frame the bargaining sessions in which each would participate.
Distributive bargaining is the traditional bargaining strategy whereby two teams vie for
gains for their side by attaining agreements from the other team for each issue up for
negotiation. Eventually, the gains and losses tend to be distributed among the two teams
until all items have been negotiated. Interest-based bargaining, a more cooperative
bargaining strategy, rejects the idea of wins and losses by one side, instead seeking
resolution to issues and concerns, which has been agreed upon as being beneficial to both
teams and the college overall.
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Professional unionism. In its original form, interest-based bargaining, as it was
first described by Walton and McKersie (1965), attempted to resolve conflict between
negotiating parties by finding mutual solutions to issues arising over the life of a contract.
Peddle (2008) asserted that this strategy will be successful only if both parties commit to
exploring solutions with a cooperative attitude toward the bargaining process. Four of
the five faculty union leaders described their bargaining strategy as interest-based
bargaining between the faculty union and the administrative team; however, each of the
four colleges varied considerably in their application of this bargaining strategy.
The faculty union at College 1 comes closest to the original intent of interestbased bargaining, participating in monthly meetings with administrative leaders to find
mutually beneficial solutions to issues, which, according to the lead negotiator, leads to
more amicable negotiations resulting from sustained relationships between teams over the
life of the contract. LFN 3 used a similar approach, utilizing interest-based bargaining
and developing an ongoing relationship with the administration to improve the
negotiation process. Meetings with the administration, however, were concentrated
during actual negotiations. Both LFN 1 and 3 emphasized the negotiation as being
faculty-driven, with faculty input during the data-gathering phase driving the direction of
the negotiation.
Kelleher (2000) and Cutcher-Gershenfeld (1994) contended that distributive and
integrative bargaining are not concrete, inflexible conceptual models. The approach
taken by a bargaining unit may be unique to that institution. LFNs 2 and 5, both of whom
described their bargaining strategies as interest-based, indicated that their approaches

151

were similar but different from the collaborative approach used by LFNs 1 and 3. In
contrast, LFNs 2 and 5 demonstrated a more restricted approach to interest-based
bargaining. Lead negotiator 5, for example, engaged in ―preliminary negotiations‖ prior
to the formal negotiations. During this time, both teams met to discuss how many items
would be negotiated. The outcome of the preliminary negotiations influence directly
which issues will be negotiated and whether professional union strategies, which include
bargaining for issues not related to working conditions but aimed at improving the system
overall, are incorporated into the negotiation.
College 2, led by the most experienced of the lead negotiators interviewed,
bargained opposite a college president who had been in place for several contracts. The
longevity of both of these individuals in their respective roles created a familiarity
between teams during collective bargaining sessions. This familiarity led to some
compromises and cooperation between the faculty union and administration between
negotiations, but it also created a degree of tension. LFN 2 perceived the authority of the
administrative leader as being condescending, coming across as meaning that the
administrative leader makes the rules and takes care of the staff, and this approach
―impacted the relationship.‖ Ultimately, the degree of professional unionism was
determined primarily by the administrative team and less by the faculty union.
Industrial unionism. Traditional collective bargaining in education has used an
industrial bargaining model, focusing on wages and benefits above all else (Kelleher,
2000). The atmosphere surrounding these types of negotiations was often adversarial,
and ―wins‖ earned by one side were counted and remembered, reflecting the meaning
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surrounding ―distributive‖ bargaining – wins and losses are distributed between sides,
with little or no mutual compromise. Kelleher (2000) stated that both sides often conceal
their primary objectives in fear of losing on those issues that are most important to each
team.
Only LFN 4 described himself as using a distributive bargaining style. This union
leader approaches negotiation very traditionally, with little communication with the
administrative team prior to the start of negotiation. When asked why she preferred this
style over interest-based bargaining, LFN 4 replied, ―We‘ve been successful, so why try
something new? It seems our methods have worked.‖ With only one strike in the
college‘s history, more than 30 years ago, it is apparent that this strategy has worked for
their union; however, this strategy does have a cost in that it requires more preparation
than interest-based bargaining. When neither side discloses its primary objectives upfront, then each team must be prepared for anything and everything to come at them at
the negotiation table.
Very few academic issues arise from this type of bargaining strategy, according to
the LFN 4, ―it sounds really crass but very few were on education [and] academics; most
of them were benefits.‖ Still, the lead negotiator described this strategy as effective for
his college and indicated that negative and bitter feelings do not carry over from past
negotiations. Additionally, the negotiations in a distributive bargaining model may be
more intense because the faculty union does not feel the need to compromise or meet in
the middle for issues that are important to the union.
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Without the open communication characterizing interest-based bargaining, some
issues slip through the process unintentionally. If a lack of understanding on the part of
the administrative team regarding a particular issue arises, the union team feels no
obligation to educate the administrative team on the meaning of their proposal. This
strategy has worked in favor of the union in the past to get tentative agreements on items,
which this union feels is appropriate and justified due to the administrative team‘s ―lack
of interest‖ in the issue, according to the lead negotiator.
Team Formation
The first step in decision analysis, according to Keeney (1982) is the perceived
need to accomplish an objective. Each of these negotiators stressed the importance of the
team in all areas of the pre-negotiation phase, and, with team formation serving as the
first step in the entire negotiation process, its importance cannot be minimized. The role
of the negotiation team, driven their ultimate objective, is to negotiate a fair and equitable
contract. The critical team element took some of the pressure off of the lead negotiator
inherently associated with the decisions and consequences affecting the outcome of the
negotiation. Keeney (1982) emphasized the incorporation of values when making
decisions with real consequences. A team that includes representation from all areas of a
college can reflect many of the values present in the union members.
The composition of each negotiation team is unique to the individual college, and
each negotiator stated that the team‘s composition was a critical element in the function
and efficiency of the negotiation process. Among the colleges surveyed for this study,
the negotiation team size ranged from five to twelve individuals. Officers of the faculty
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union always occupied at least one seat on the negotiation team; in each of these cases,
the union president was the lead faculty negotiator. Union officers also played a
prominent role on the negotiation team, due mostly to their familiarity with college
policies and procedures. The remaining members of the team, beyond union officers,
were, most often, elected among faculty union members. Faculty members could
volunteer to participate on the teams at colleges 2 and 4.
Fair and balanced representation was cited as the most important consideration in
seating the ideal negotiation team, ideally representing the important values held by the
faculty, which Keeney (1982) noted as important. These faculty members represent all
areas of the college and bring with them different experiences and viewpoints related to
the needs of faculty members in their daily work. LFN 2 summarized this need by stating
that his team wants to have ―diversity.‖ Diversity can mean many things to a negotiation
team, including racial, ethnic, gender, personality, and even skill-based diversity.
Enlisting the help of individuals who are knowledgeable about insurance issues or
manipulating numbers are of considerable value to a negotiation team. Only LFN 2
prohibited non-tenured faculty members from participating on the negotiation team as a
means to protect those individuals from retribution should the negotiation fall apart;
however, as previously mentioned, the lead negotiator purposely solicited the opinions of
these faculty members, gathering their input on various issues facing new faculty
members. LFN 5 also avoided including non-tenured faculty, although no specific rules
prohibited their participation. Instead, LFN 5 wanted experienced faculty who ―could
take the heat‖ and solidly represent their fellow faculty members as a team member.
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Experience of the Lead Negotiator
The importance placed upon the experience of a lead negotiator increased as the
experience increased among the negotiators interviewed in this study. In other words,
more experienced negotiators emphasized this factor more than the less experienced
negotiators did. The importance of experience was linked to improved abilities in
managing personalities and relationships among faculty union members, negotiation team
members, and administrative negotiation team members. Leadership comes from
experience, and the more experienced negotiators drew more respect from their own
union members and made progress in advancing the negotiations with the administrative
negotiation team. It may be argued that, with experience, decision analysis becomes
easier. The lead negotiator is familiar with the high stakes of the negotiation; he becomes
familiar with the essential role of intra-organizational bargaining, and this familiarity
breeds confidence in one‘s own abilities.
Although LFNs 1 and 3 had negotiated or were in the process of negotiating their
first contracts as the lead negotiators, both possessed negotiation experience as previous
negotiation team members. Both of these negotiators participated in conventional forms
of interest-based bargaining, and experience with negotiating personalities may be of less
importance than it is at institutions where there are weaker ties between the faculty and
administrative teams. If both negotiation teams seek a cooperative approach to
bargaining and finding mutually beneficial solutions to problems, experience in
managing different personalities may not hold the same level of importance as it would
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when the bargaining session is distributive and wins and losses matter more than finding
compromise.
At College 4, the only school utilizing distributive bargaining, the LFN 4 cited
experience as the most important factor, especially as it relates to the time and efficiency
of the process. When there is little knowledge in advance of negotiations as to the list of
items to be negotiated by the administrative team, as well as a professional but not always
cooperative atmosphere in the bargaining sessions, the experience held by the lead
negotiator increases in importance. Lead negotiator 4 acknowledged the importance of
experience in dealing with the personalities on the other team, saying, ―You know how to
read them. You know who is being honest and who is playing games. It‘s a whole new
ballgame if you have different personalities.‖
LFN 2, who held the most experience among the negotiators interviewed, also
stated that experience played a role in his most recent negotiation because, in the opinion
of this negotiator, ―the role was changing so much and the attitude toward educators was
changing. The finances available were changing.‖ Having experience made the process
easier and yielded more gains for the faculty.
Effective Pre-Negotiation
Lessons were inevitably learned by each of these lead negotiators by the
conclusion of a contract negotiation. These lessons can lead to more effective prenegotiation during the next collective bargaining session undertaken by these same
leaders, or they can be passed on to new lead negotiators attempting to find the correct
approach to negotiating a first contract. Regardless of the bargaining strategy, some
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consensus among these negotiators was found with respect to an effective pre-negotiation
process.
Open communication with the union constituency was a critical element cited by
most of the lead negotiators, allowing the faculty to have their voice heard and
facilitating the negotiation team in operating openly and fairly when serving as
representatives of the faculty they represent. Even those colleges that wanted a limited
contract negotiation admitted that it was important to allow the faculty to express their
concerns, even if the issues would not be on the list of items to open in the contract, as
explained by LFN 5: ―This faculty is definitely one that wants its voice heard, so even if
it were just an academic exercise, we would still take that survey to see it in writing.‖
The only other item cited by these lead negotiators as a means to conduct an
effective pre-negotiation was the essential need to be prepared. Each of the negotiators
interviewed placed high importance on preparation and knowledge about all existing
issues within the contract and about the college culture. LFN 4 summed up this issue by
declaring, ―It‘s he who comes prepared who runs the table.‖ However, this same idea of
being the more prepared team was echoed by each of the negotiators. For LFN 1, who
placed high value on the cooperative approach of interest-based bargaining, preparation
was essential in finding effective and agreeable solutions to the issues that arose. LFN 5
recognized that the outcome of the negotiations had a greater impact on the faculty, so it
was their responsibility to be as prepared as possible if they were to have an influence on
the completed contract.
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Relationships and Intra-Organizational Bargaining
Intra-organizational bargaining, according to Peddle (2008), recognizes the need
to find consensus within one‘s own group. Collective bargaining allows community
college faculty to address issues of importance related to their working conditions and
academic needs. Often, the list of issues cited by faculty members during data-gathering
is excessive, making it impossible to negotiate every request. It becomes the job of the
negotiation team to pare down these issues to one list but still manage to garner the
support of all faculty members even when every issue will not be negotiated. Managing
the relationships within the union constituency is imperative to maintaining support for
the good of the whole union.
Open communication with the faculty, similar to what was identified in the
discussion of an effective pre-negotiation process, was the most often-cited method for
maintaining strong union support during a contract negotiation. Finding consensus may
be impossible if many issues arise during the data-gathering phase, but communicating
with the union members regarding which articles of the contract will be opened and why
those articles were chosen helps to alleviate some dissatisfaction. Therefore, meetings
with union members were a common method of disseminating information regarding the
direction and progress of negotiations.
Issues that receive frequent mention during the data-gathering will generate a
response by the negotiation team when establishing a priority list, as consensus was
already determined. LFN 2, however, noted that some issues received mention by one or
a few faculty members, which, normally, would mean that the issue would be bypassed
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because few faculty members had expressed concern over the issue. Further review into
the issue might reveal that the issue was cited by someone from a small department.
Building relationships with faculty members means considering all the facts prior to
making decisions, and LFN 2 was particularly good at considering the needs of everyone,
saying, ―If one person had a serious problem, that was treated as seriously as twenty
people having a not-so-serious problem.‖
While the lead negotiator of College 2 took on much of the intra-organizational
bargaining on his own, at the other colleges, this duty was assigned primarily to the
representatives of the specific areas of the college who were a part of the negotiation
team. These individuals would have the job of being the communication go-between for
the faculty. This important role is fundamental in both obtaining and maintaining faculty
support for the negotiation team‘s decisions as they prepare to negotiate a new contract,
as faculty support remains the only leverage that the union has during collective
bargaining, for united faculty sends a clear message about the importance of the issues to
the administrative team.
Conclusions
Because collective bargaining in higher education is changing to reflect
contemporary issues facing the profession, savvy lead negotiators will benefit from
scanning the landscape and learning how other colleges are using contract negotiations to
further faculty benefits while still maintaining important benefits that could easily be
reduced, or even lost. Preparation, gained from months of data gathering, discussion, and
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validation of information, in the pre-negotiation phase is fundamental to unions that want
to stem the tide of benefit reduction in education.
Constituency Feedback
This research suggests that while some union leaders may reduce or limit the
nature of data gathering by restricting questioning to articles of the contract that were
agreed upon by the union and administrative negotiation teams, some form of data
gathering will always occur. Furthermore, when more comprehensive, open feedback
from faculty is sought, data gathering should begin early—as much as 12 months in
advance of commencement of formal negotiations—whereas less time, approximately
four months, was needed for more restrictive data gathering. This information gave
union leaders input from their constituents, and contributed to a more thorough
understanding of the existing contract, as well as providing the union leaders with
justification for changes in the new contract. Finally, asking for faculty input established
relationships within the union, garnering early support and trust between union members
and the negotiation team.
According to the findings, the negotiation team plays an essential role in
determining the method used to gather data from faculty. Electronic surveys were the
preferred method, although focus groups were conducted by those union leaders seeking
comprehensive, detailed information from faculty about their concerns and issues.
Validation and Decision Analysis
Prior to finalizing a list of issues that the team will negotiate during bargaining
sessions, union leaders in this study relied on multiple sources, both internal and external,
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to validate their decision-making process. Internally, faculty union leaders relied on the
representation of their negotiation team to aid the decision-making processes. Externally,
the union leaders sought the advice and recommendations of union-affiliated field
representatives, union leaders from surrounding colleges, and other specialized
individuals, depending on the issue. The data suggests that using these additional sources
helps the union leader reinforce the decisions made when the consequences of the
decisions impact many people.
Identification and Prioritization of a Negotiation List
This research concludes that union leaders do not act independently in
formulating the priority list of issues to be negotiated. Instead, the faculty union leaders
strongly relied on the opinions and input of the negotiation team. The evidence suggests
that union leaders with less experience depend more on the negotiation team than do
leaders with more experience. However, the bargaining strategy, whether interest-based
or distributive, may influence the degree to which the union leader depends on the
negotiation team.
Faculty union leaders with the least experience also practiced interest-based
bargaining in its more conventional form, which might influence the team contributions
to a greater degree. Therefore, it is difficult to conclude whether increased team reliance
is due more to the experience of the lead negotiator or to the bargaining strategy in which
the college participated. This conclusion holds, however, only if the administrative team
remains relatively stable. Regular turn-over in the composition of the administrative
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team is similar to a lead negotiator leading his or her first contract negotiation because he
or she has to familiarize him- or herself with the new team members.
Implications of the Type of Unionism on the Pre-negotiation Process
It becomes evident from the data that the bargaining strategy practiced by each of
the colleges held the greatest influence on the data gathering and prioritization of issues
for new contract negotiations. It appears that the bargaining strategy tends to be
―inherited‖ from the previous negotiation team, meaning that if the faculty union had
previously used interest-based bargaining, the new team continued with that strategy.
Although interest-based bargaining is an approach toward professional unionism,
which, in its entirety, also incorporates educational change, the lead negotiators in this
study used interest-based bargaining more for improved bargaining relationships and as
an enhanced mechanism to address faculty and administrative concerns, and were less
inclined to use it to impart changes in the delivery and modes of education for their
students. The one lead faculty negotiator who practiced a distributive bargaining strategy
sought faculty opinion, but relied less on this feedback to direct the negotiation process.
Implications
The importance of researching the data gathering and decision-making processes
used by faculty union leaders at Illinois community colleges is related to the changes
across higher education. Fewer resources being available and expectations of more
accountability mean that faculty unions, similar to other college groups, have to do more
with less. When negotiating new union contracts, greater emphasis should be placed on
identifying the appropriate issues for negotiation from faculty feedback about their
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concerns with the existing contract. Faculty input, according to Seestedt-Stanford (2006),
contributes to the goals and objectives of the college.
The purpose of this study is to identify how faculty union leaders gather data and
incorporate past experience to prioritize decisions for new contract negotiations in Illinois
community colleges. The implications were derived from the findings gathered from
interviews of lead faculty union negotiators at such colleges. Each of the implications
related to the research questions are directed to lead faculty negotiators of faculty union
contracts. The implications related to this study could provide valuable insight to
colleges that practice collective bargaining by law, both for union and administrative lead
negotiators. Union lead negotiators may benefit by understanding the value of the data
gathering process and the importance of the bargaining strategy used at the college.
Administrative negotiators may gain insight of the origins of the list of issues presented at
the negotiation table and recognize that the bargaining strategy can impact the outcome
of the negotiations.
Implications Related to Research Question 1
The first research question asked what data gathering steps are taken to prepare
for contract negotiations. The study concluded that data gathering by union lead
negotiators, even in a limited form, must be conducted to obtain a sense of the issues and
concerns faculty have regarding the existing union contract. Such preparation is also
important for the union leader to develop greater knowledge and understanding of the
current contract, preparing him or her with appropriate arguments for change at the
negotiation table.
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Faculty union lead negotiators should expect to begin data gathering well in
advance of beginning formal contract negotiations. The amount of time should be
adjusted to the degree of faculty input sought, with greater input requiring earlier requests
for feedback. Union lead negotiators should also use this early data gathering phase as an
opportunity to establish open communication with faculty to build trust in the negotiation
team and generate confidence in their efforts to negotiate the best contract. The
mechanism for gathering data and the method for disseminating information regarding
negotiation progress are less important than keeping the union constituency involved in
the process. If and when the negotiations sour, trust garnered by the negotiation team in
gathering feedback and keeping union members informed will contribute to greater
solidarity.
Implications Related to Research Question 2
The second research question asks how additional pre-negotiation information is
obtained and validated. The research suggests that utilizing sources of information
outside the college is an important practice for lead negotiators to gain perspective on the
internal issues of any single college. By extending their outreach beyond their own
campus, lead negotiators can validate the issues at hand within their union, reinforcing
the decisions and directions taken as negotiation approaches.
Faculty union lead negotiators make decisions that carry consequences, so lead
negotiators should expect to rely on others, especially their negotiation team, to validate
the decisions made. Community college faculty unions are typically affiliated with either
the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) or the National Education Association
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(NEA). Subsequently, it is suggested that lead negotiators maintain open communication
with their union field representatives, using the affiliates‘ familiarity with labor relations
and their negotiation experience to benefit the faculty union. Therefore, it is
recommended that new lead negotiators will find that identifying the lead negotiators
and/or union presidents of near-by colleges early in the pre-negotiation phase is important
to validating their decisions, as well as to establishing a positive working rapport to
obtain advice and updates about the other colleges‘ negotiations.
Implications Related to Research Question 3
The third research question asked what decision-making processes are employed
by union leaders to identify and prioritize faculty union issues to be taken to the
bargaining table. The findings suggested that faculty union lead negotiators should rely
on their negotiation team when formulating this list, since team members have reviewed
faculty feedback and maintained some degree of direct contact with faculty they
represent. Often, these individuals can ensure that the process is representative of faculty
issues, needs, and concerns.
It is imperative that union leaders be aware of the issues that have arisen during
their current contract and seek understanding on why the language or circumstances of
the current contract are creating problems. The faculty union has more to lose in the
negotiation process, and an arsenal of information is both the best offense and defense in
a contract negotiation. Having knowledge serves as a good offense in negotiations
because the union leader is typically looking to gain something for union members and
defending why the current situation is ineffective, along with expressing grievances that
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have arisen. Inadequacies in the contract put the responsibility on the administration to
propose alternatives.
Implications Related to Research Question 4
The fourth research question asks whether faculty union leaders currently
incorporate professional unionism, such as requesting the use of integrative bargaining
strategies, into the pre-negotiation phase of contract negotiations. All faculty union
leaders should be aware of the two different negotiation strategies and how they affect the
outcome of the negotiations. Awareness on the part of the union lead negotiator as to
which bargaining strategy is practiced will give that negotiator a better idea of how to
coordinate pre-negotiation activities.
Any decision to change the bargaining strategy from distributive to interest-based,
or vice versa, needs to be decided prior to data gathering and issue prioritization, because
the bargaining strategy influences the methods and motivations of the pre-negotiation
phase of contract negotiations. Interest-based bargaining, according to this research,
requires a more intensive data gathering phase by the lead negotiator. This implies more
time and, perhaps, more methods beyond electronic surveys to delve into the needs and
concerns of faculty. Furthermore, interest-based bargaining requires ongoing
communication with administration throughout the life of the contract and a genuine
interest in working with administrators to find solutions to faculty problems.
The implications of moving to a distributive bargaining strategy involve less
overall time in the pre-negotiation phase, but the real potential of losing contractual gains
in the new bargaining session. A union lead negotiator involved in distributive
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bargaining should not expect to find much middle ground, which may contribute to
contentious, even adversarial, negotiations, but the research suggests that the embattled
feelings from one negotiation are not carried into the next.
Recommendations
The recommendations are divided into three areas: improvement of practice,
dissemination of study findings, and future research.
Recommendations for improvement of practice
Community college faculty union leaders can improve the negotiation process
with the awareness of the importance of preparing for an upcoming negotiation. Potential
lead negotiators can expect to conduct extensive research to identify the needs of faculty,
validate that information, formulate a priority list of issues, and be knowledgeable about
their existing contract.
Trust should be generated early between the lead negotiator and the negotiation
team, as the team can be an initial source of validation and support for the challenges of
negotiating important faculty issues. Ensuring an open channel of communication to
maintain faculty support throughout the entire negotiation process is essential.
Recommendations for the dissemination of findings
The findings from this research should be disseminated across several platforms
and through many mediums. Presentations of the findings can be made through journals,
conferences, and training seminars, all of which are commonplace in the arena of
industrial relations. Union representatives in education can benefit from this study by
recommending its review to new lead negotiators. Union faculty members may find this
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research valuable, as it lends insight into the negotiation process, including the
importance of faculty input into the pre-negotiation process. Academic and industrial
journals may benefit from including the information resulting from this study.
Furthermore, because limited research exists on the pre-negotiation process of faculty
union contract negotiations, this research can serve as a reference for further research.
Recommendations for future research
Additional research is recommended to complement the present study. Literature
on the pre-negotiation phase of contract negotiations is minimal, and this study suggests
that preparation and data gathering occurring prior to formal contract negotiations is vital
to effective negotiations and contract ratification. The recommendations for future
research include:
1. Of greatest importance, conducting a similar study with community college
administrative negotiation team leaders would enhance understanding of the prenegotiation process they use. What data gathering, if any, takes place prior to
negotiations? Is there any interest on the part of the administration in changing the
bargaining strategy, and if so, why?
2. To further research on faculty unions, a study comparing distributive and
interest-based bargaining pre-negotiation phases could be conducted to substantiate the
conclusion that the bargaining strategy impacts the approaches taken when preparing for
a new contract negotiation. While this study opened the door to the idea of the impact of
the bargaining strategy, further study can examine colleges that have switched between
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interest-based and distributive bargaining to highlight the changes to this early, but
important, process.
3. Collective bargaining does not occur in 18 states; thus, research into the
mechanisms and strategies that community colleges in those states employ to identify and
prioritize issues are not well established. A study of the alternative means of addressing
faculty feedback could be proposed.
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Appendix A
Informed Consent--Participant
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study that will take place from December,
2009 to January, 2011. This form outlines the purposes of the study and provides a
description of your involvement and rights as a participant.
I consent to participate in a research project conducted by Mary O‘Sullivan, a doctoral
student at National-Louis University, located in Chicago, Illinois.
I understand the study is entitled Data Gathering and Decision Making Among
Community College Faculty Union Leaders. The purpose of this study is to identify how
faculty union leaders gather data and incorporate past experience to prioritize decisions
for new contract negotiations in Illinois community colleges. .
I understand that my participation will consist of audio recorded interviews lasting 60 to
90 minutes with a possible second, follow-up interview lasting 60 to 90 minutes. I
understand that I will receive a copy of my transcribed interview at which time I may
clarify information.
I understand that my participation is voluntary and can be discontinued at any time until
the completion of the dissertation.
I understand that my anonymity will be maintained and the information I provide
confidential. I understand that only the researcher, Mary O‘Sullivan, will have access to a
secured file cabinet in which will be kept all transcripts, audio recordings, and field notes
from the interview(s) in which I participated.
I understand there are no anticipated risks or benefits to me, no greater than that
encountered in daily life. Further, the information gained from this study could be used to
assist community colleges in become more effective in their strategic planning processes.
I understand that in the event I have questions or require additional information I may
contact the researcher: Mary O‘Sullivan. If you have any concerns or questions before or
during participation that you feel have not been addressed by the researcher, you may
contact my Primary Advisor and Dissertation Chair: Dr. Martin Parks, National-Louis
University (Chicago Campus), 122 S. Michigan Avenue, Chicago, IL 60603. Phone: 312261-3019 or E-mail: martin.parks@nl.edu
Participant’s Signature:__________________________________ Date:___________
Researcher’s Signature:__________________________________ Date:___________
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Appendix B
Interview Questions Aligned with Guiding Questions
Research Questions

1. What data gathering steps are taken
to prepare for contract negotiations?

Interview Questions

a. How soon prior to contract
negotiations do you begin
preparations for your new contract?

b. Do you utilize a standardized
protocol for data-gathering before
each contract negotiation?
What forms do the data take?
c. Who is responsible for gathering
this data?
d. What methods do you use to gather
data?
e. Are faculty opinions purposely
solicited in this early data-gathering
process?
f. What importance do you place on
the data-gathering process?
Does the data-gathering
process act as the ―jumping
off‖ point for establishing
the negotiation list?
Can data-gathering be
bypassed because there are
known issues requiring
priority?

1. How is additional pre-negotiation
information obtained and
validated?

a. Do you consult with others outside
the college prior to contract
negotiations?
With whom do you consult?
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Why these specific
individuals?
b. Is additional research undertaken to
investigate and/or provide support
for issues brought forth by union
members?
If ―yes,‖ what form(s) does
this research take?
c.

What are the unique needs of a
community college faculty contract?

d. How are faculty union issues
presented to union leaders for
consideration as a negotiation issue?

2. What decision-making process(es)
is/are employed by union leaders to
identify faculty union issues to be
taken to the bargaining table?

a. Who is involved in the decisionmaking process?
b. How are issues prioritized in the
decision-making process?
c. How often does the union consider
bargaining an ―emerging‖ issue in
the negotiation?
d. Is there an average number of issues
decided upon for negotiation (is
there either a minimum or maximum
number of issues)?
e. Under what circumstances are union
members notified of the issues to be
negotiated in advance of
negotiations?
If so, how are they notified?
If not, why not?
f. What role does past negotiation
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experience on the part of union
leaders play in determining which
issues will be negotiated?
4. Do today‘s faculty union leaders
incorporate professional unionism,
such as requesting the use of
integrative bargaining strategies,
into the pre-negotiation phase of
contract negotiations?

a. When deciding what to negotiate,
are there any issues considered offlimits?
Which issues?
* Why?
b. Has your union used integrative (or
win-win bargaining) or distributive
(or win-lose bargaining) bargaining
strategies in past contract
negotiations?
If so, was that strategy
effective?
c. How many issues in your last
contract negotiation were not related
directly to employee working
conditions and more related to
improving educational quality for
students?
d. Does the atmosphere (either
constructive or destructive) of
previous contract negotiations ever
factor into what is decided upon for
negotiations?
e. In past contract negotiations, has
either side approached the other in
an attempt to improve the upcoming
negotiation process prior to the start
of negotiations?
If so, which side made the
offer and how was it
received?
What was the outcome?
If not, has the faculty union
ever considered this
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strategy?
If not, why not?
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Appendix C
Demographic Questionnaire for Study Participants
Date: _______________________________
Participant Name: ____________________________

Please complete this demographic questionnaire for this study.

1.

Gender:

2.

Age Group:

Male

Female

25 – 30 years
31 – 35 years
36 – 40 years
41 – 45 years
46 – 50 years
51 – 55 years
56 – 60 years
Over 60 years
3.

Ethnicity:
Asian or Pacific Islander
American Indian or Alaskan
Black, non-Hispanic
Hispanic
White, non-Hispanic

4. Current Position:
Institution:
_____________________________________________
Job Title:
_____________________________________________
City/State:
_____________________________________________
Number of years in current position: __________
5. Union Affiliation: _______________________________________________
6. Current Union Position: _______________________________________________
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Length of time in current union position: ________________________________

7. Previous Union History
Please identify all previous union positions and length of time in each position:
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

8. Union Responsibilities:
Please list all union related responsibilities for which you are responsible in your
current position:
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

9. Please list any professional organizations or associations of which you are a
member:
Organization

Member since

Thank you for taking time from your busy schedule to complete this questionnaire. Your
careful responses will provide substantive depth and clarity to this study and will aid in
providing necessary context.
Mary O‘Sullivan
Doctoral Student
National-Louis University
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Appendix D
Pilot Study Recommendations
Three faculty union officers from one community college comprised a pilot group to
evaluate and provide feedback regarding the interview questions to be asked of study
participants prior to official data collection. The pilot study group was asked to evaluate
the language used in each question for their comprehension and clarity, as well as the
potential of each question to elicit direct responses which could answer the specific
question. Their recommendations were as follows:
Interview
1. Guiding Question #1: Originally, eight interview questions were included, the
recommendation was to condense two of the questions into one overarching
question, which became interview question 1f. The two follow-up questions to 1f
were not revised, simply re-categorized as one question with two sub-parts.
2. Question 4d: Add (either constructive or destructive) after atmosphere to clarify
meaning of question; the ambiguity of the question could elicit a response to
question not being asked.

Items 1 and 2 were implemented in the revised interview questions
for faculty union lead negotiators

